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COMMUNICATIONS. 


THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


We have long been of the opinion that the doctrine of the 
Trinity, considered simply as a revealed fact, admits of as 
clear and indubitable proof from Scripture, as any doctrine 
whatever, which rests solely on divine revelation. In the fol- 
lowing article, we shall aim to present this proof in a concise 
form, both to confirm the faith of the Churches, who already 
admit the doctrine in their creed, and to convince, if possible, 
those who reject it, while they profess to receive the Scriptures 
as the infallible standard of truth. 


STATEMENT OF THE DOCTRINE. 


Our argument will be based on the two following passages 
of Scripture: Isa. 42:8. I am THE LORD; THAT IS MY 
NAME, AND MY GLORY WILL I NOT GIVE TO ANOTHER. 
Matt. 28: 19. TracH ALL NATIONS, BAPTIZING THEM 
IN THE NAME OF THE F'ATHER, AND OF THE SON, AND OF 
tHE Hoty Guost. ‘The first passage, teaches the oneness 
or unity of God. His name alone is Jehovah ; and his glory, 
—i. e. the peculiar attributes or perfections by which he is 
known, he will not give, impart to, or share with, another. 
The second passage, expresses, in our view, a Trinity, or three- 
fold distinction in the nature of that one Supreme Being, 
Jehovah, whose glory cannot be given to another. In other 
words, we believe, on the authority of these and other passages 
of Scripture.—1. ‘That there is in the universe one, and but 
one Supreme Being, or Divine Nature; 2. That in this Divine 
Nature, there is a real three-fold distinction, which is designated 


VOL. VI—NO. XII. 54 

















668 The Doctrine of the Trinity. 


by the personal names Father, Son and Holy Ghost; 3. And 
that these three have equally, and in common with one anoth- 
er, the perfections of Supreme Divinity, and are the one God 
revealed to us in the Bible.” 


PROOF. 


In support of this belief, we rest our argument on the Bible 
alone, as the inspired and infallible standard of truth. Thence 
we shall briefly show—1]. Whatare the marks or characteristics, 
which, by common consent, belong to the one God. 2. That 
these marks belong equally, and are common to the Father, 
the Son and the Holy Ghost; and 3. Hence the conclusion 
must follow that these constitute the one God of the Bible. 

I. First, then, what are the marks or characteristics of Su- 
preme Divinity, as made known in the Scriptures? To which 
we answer, 

1. Certain names with qualifying or descriptive adjuncts, 
As “the Almighty God,” Gen. 17:1. Ex. 6:3. “The 
true God.” “The living God and an everlasting King.” 
“The living God and, steadfast forever.,.—‘* Which made 
heaven, the earth, and the sea, and all things that are therein.” 
Ps.115:5. Jer.10:10. Dan.6: 26. Acts14:15. John 
17:3. 1 Thes. 1:9. Heb.9:14 and 10:31. These ad- 
juncts distinguish the Supreme Being from all the deities and 
idols of the heathen—who are sometimes called God or gods 
simply—as are also in a few cases, rulers and princes. Ps. 82: 
6. Ex. 7: 1. . Besides these, are the incommunicable names. 
“Tam thatlam.” Ex.3: 14. “ Jehovah—that is my name,” 
—a name which means the same as “I am that I am,” or 
“he is as he shall be,” self-existent, eternal, unchangeable. 
Ex. 6:3. Isa. 42:8, ete. 

2. Certain attributes and works, are marks of Supreme Di- 
vinity—such are the following: “ He is the King eternal, im- 
mortal.”—“ From everlasting to everlasting, thou art God.”— 
The “ First and the Last; the Alpha and Omega.” 1 Tim. 
1:17. Deut. 33:27. Ps.90:2. Isa. 44:6. Rev. 1:8. 
“ With God all things are possible.” “'The Lord God omnipo- 
tent reigneth.” “'Thou hast laid the foundations of the earth 
—and the heavens are the work of thy hands.” See Ps. 102: 
25. Jer. 10:12. Ps. 33:9. Eph.1:11,etc. “The Lord 
is perfect in knowledge—his understanding is infinite—he 
searcheth the hearts and trieth the reins of the children of 
men, to give every one according to his ways.” “ Behold the 


* See Knapp’s Theol. Vol. I. Art. 4, § 38, 2. 
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heaven of heavens cannot contain thee.” Ps. 139 : 1—4; 147: 
5. Job 37:16. Acts 15:18. Jer. 32:19. 1 Kings 8: 
27, etc. 

3. Being possessed of these attributes, eternal existence, om- 
nipotent creative power, infinite knowledge and omnipresence 
—exclusive worship is claimed by him and for him.—* Thou 
- shalt have no other gods before me.” “ ‘Thou shalt worship 
the Lord thy God and him only shalt thou serve.” “If thou 
do at all forsake the Lord thy God and walk after other gods 
and serve them and worship them—ye shall surely perish.” 
Ex. 20:3. Deut.8:19; 4:15. Matt. 4: 10, ete. 

Here observe that the several marks of Supreme Divinity 
which have been mentioned, are admitted by all who believe 
in one God, to belong appropriately to him. No other marks 
stronger than these, either revealed or unrevealed, make him 
known. What can possibly be more definite. ‘The true, liv- 
ing, Almighty God—who made all things—Jehovah, eternal, 
all powerful, creating and upholding all things—every where 
present, infinite in knowledge, and the only proper object of re- 
ligious worship. 

II. Let us then, proceed to the second step in ourargument— 
viz. that these marks of true Divinity belong equally and in 
common to the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost. 

1. It is universally conceded, by those who admit and those 
who deny the doctrine of the Trinity, that the marks of Di- 
vinity which have been named, do belong to God —the Father. 
The Supreme Being is often called Father, on account of his 
being the Creator and Preserver of all things. Isa. 63 : 16 ; 
64:8. Rom. 9:25. Eph. 4:6. Also the Father of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, because Christ, as Mediator, was delegated 
and sent into the world to accomplish our redemption. Rom. 
1:3,4; 8:32. 2Cor.11:3l,etc. The title of Father like- 
wise denotes, as we believe, a peculiar, divine union and dis- 
tinction in the Godhead—“ The Father, the Son and the Ho- 
ly Ghost.” John 5:18; 10:36; 19:7. Matt. 28: 19. 
Since, therefore, it is conceded by all without debate, that true 
Divinity belongs to God, the Father, the main point to be es- 
tablished is, that the same marks belong also equally and in 
common to the Son and to the Holy Ghost. ‘To this point, 
then, we would direct your undivided attentién a, few moments. 

2. Do these marks of Divinity belong to Christ—or to him 
who is called Son? Do these titles of Supreme Divinity—the 
true, great, mighty God, who made all things, belong to him ? 
Hear the Scripture answer. “In the beginning was the Word, 
the Logos—and the Logos was God—all things were made by 
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Him—the world was made by Him.” “Christ, who is over 
all, God blessed forever.” “ Looking for that blessed hope, the 
appearing of the great God and, or even our Saviour Jesus 
Christ.” “ His Son Jesus Christ—this is the true God and the 
Eternal Life.” The apostle ‘Thomas convinced of the resur- 
rection of Christ, and probably calling to mind what Christ had 
before said, addressed him reverently, and in faith—“ My 
Lord and my God!” John 1: 1—3. Rom.9:5. Titus 2; 
13. Heb.1:8. 1Joha 5:20. John 20: 28. 

But further. The very passages in the Old Testament, in 
which that peculiar, incommunicable name, Jehovah, is used, 
are applied in the New Testament to Christ. 

Isaiah had a vision of Jehovah, God of Hosts, and heard his 
voice—saying, “Go tell this people,” &c.,6:5—10. But St 
John informs us—“ these things said Isaiah when he saw his 
[Christ’s} glory and spake of him.” John 12: 37—41. By 
the prophet Malachi, Jehovah speaks—* Behold I will send my 
messenger and he shall prepare my way before me.” But in 
Mark, this very text is applied to Christ—before whom John 
Baptist was sent to prepare his way. ‘The Psalmist, addressing 
Jehovah, 68: 18 says, “'Thou hast ascended on high, thou 
hast led captivity captive; thou hast received gifts for men :” 
but turn to Eph. 4: 7, 8, and you find that this very passage 
belongs to Christ, who ascended up on high and received gifts 
for men. And the apostle Paul, in Heb. 1 : 10, as if to place 
the Divinity of the Son beyond all doubt, at least so far as could 
be done by the use of any name, applies the strong passage in 
Ps. 102 : 25 tohim, “ And thou, Lorn, Jehovah, in the be- 
ginning hast laid the foundation of the earth.” 

Again. Do those attributes and works which we found to 
be marks of true Divinity, belong to Christ? Listen to the 
Scripture testimony. As to his eternity— it is declared in the 
same language in which that of Jehovah is expressed. “I am 
Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the end, the first and 
the last.” Rey. 22:13. Isa.44:6. When Christ said “be- 
fore Abraham was J am,” the Jews understood him to assert 
for himself a divine attribute—inasmuch as that word [am 
describes the unchangeableness of , the Divine nature; and 
hence they accused him of blasphemy, and took up stones to 
cast athim. “Glorify thou me with the glory which I had 
with thee before the world was,” i. e. before time, or eternally. 
“ He is before all things”—“the same yesterday, to day and 
forever.” John 8:58; 17:5. Coll. 1:17. Heb. 13:8. 

As’ to his creative, omnipotent power—“ By him were all 
things created, that are in heaven and that are on earth, visible 
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and invisible—whether they be thrones or dominions, or prin- 
cipalities or powers—all things were created by him and for 
him—by him all things consist.” “He shall change our vile 
body according to the working of his mighty power, whereby 
heis able even to subdue all things unto himself.” Phil. 3: 
21. Heb. 1:3. Coll. 1: 16, 17. 

In respect of his unlimited knowledge and universal pres- 
ence, what testimony can be plainer or sironger than this? 
“He knew all men and needed not, that any should testify of 
man, for he knew what wasin man.” “ All the Churches 
shall know that I am he which searcheth the reins and hearts ; 
and 1 will give untoevery one of you according to your works.” 
“Where two or three are gathered together in my name, there 
am Lin the midst of them.” “I am with you always, even 
unto the end of the world.” John 2: 24, 25. Rev. 2: 23. 
Matt. 18 : 20; 28 : 20, etc. 

But, once more, does that other mark and evidence of true 
Divinity, viz. religious worship, belong to Christ? In answer 
to which, we briefly refer you to five sources of testimony. 
1. To Christ himself. “'That all men should honor the Son 
even as they honor the Father.” John 5:22. 2. To the 
apostles assembled to choose a successor to Judas, “Thou, Lord, 
who knowest the hearts of all men, show whether of the twain 
thou hast chosen.” Acts 1:24. 3. To all the primitive dis- 
ciples who were distinguished as those “ that call on the name 
of Jesus Christ our Lord.” 1 Cor.1:2. 4. Tothe dying 
martyr, Stephen,—of blessed memory—who, with his expiring 
breath, prayed, “ Lord Jesus, receive my spirit.” Acts 7 : 59. 
5. And, last of all, to the saints and angels that surround the 
throne in heaven. “I beheld, and lo! a great multitude which 
no man could number, of all nations, and kindreds, and people, 
and tongues, stood before the throne and before the Lamb, 
clothed with white robes, and palms in their hands; and cried 
with a loud voice, saying, Salvation to our God, which sitteth 
on the throne and unto the Lamb.” “ And I heard the voice 
of many angels about the throne and, the four (living creatures) 
and the elders ; and the number of them was ten thousand times 
ten thousand and thousands of thousands, saying with a loud 
voice—W orthy is the Lamb that was slain, to receive power, 
and riches, and wisdom, and strength, and honor, and glory, 
and blessing.” Rev. 7: 9—12. 

Here let us pause a moment, and recur to the text, “I am 
the Lord, that is my name, and my glory will I not give to 
another.” How is it possible to reconcile this unqualified dec- 
laration with the fact, that all the peculiar, descriptive titles of 
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Supreme Divinity—all the attributes and works by which he 
is known, and even the very same kind of worship which he 
claims as his exclusive right, should be given to Christ? If 
Christ is a dependent, created being himself—has not the name 
and the glory of Jehovah been given to another? And is it 
indeed credible, that he who alone is Jehovah, would, contrary 
to his word, give up to, or divide with, a creature, all the ensigns 
of supremacy? Would he challenge his right to Divine titles, 
and then give them away? Would he reveal himself us the 
Creator of the universe, and then ascribe the work and honor 
of it to another? With reverence and humility we demand, 
could he create a being and make him efernal? or could he 
impart infinite power to a being dependent? or unlimited 
knowledge to one whose existence is limited? and would he 
allow that created and dependent being, to claim worship and 
be worshipped by saints below and saints above, in the same 
pure and lofty strains that he himself is wofshipped ? His 
own solemn asseveration is—never, never! “My glory will I 
not give to another.” You will observe that the passages 
which we above. cited, as belonging to Christ, are distinct from, 
and independent of, another class of passages, which belong to 
him in his assumed, mediatoriai character and office—in which 
authority, power, dominion, knowledge, and judgement, are said 
to be committed and given to him by the Father. ‘The argu- 
ment above presented, is not touched by this latter class of texts 
—these prove what we fully believe, that Christ, in his office as 
mediator, is inferior to the Father; the other, that in his inhe- 
rent qualities and original character, “he is one with the 
Father.” John 14: 28; 10: 29—33. 

3. On this part of our argument it only remains to be prov- 
ed, that the marks of supreme Divinity which we have nam- 
ed, do also belong tothe Hoty Sririr. The first inquiry on 
this point which presents itself, is—W hat is meant by the term 
Holy Spirit? Does it mean simply God himself, an attribute of 
God, a divine influence, mode of operation, extraordinary gifts, 
miraculous powers? or does it mean a real agent, distinct from 
God the Father, and possessed of attributes of true Divinity? 
To which we reply ; the term has evidently various meanings 
attached to itin Scripture. Sometimes it may be synonymouswith 
the term God. At other times it may mean, divine influence, 
miraculous gifts, right affections or dispositions of heart, &e. 
But after admitting this, it is equally evident too, that the term 
Holy Spirit means a person or agent distinct from the Father 
and the Son. How plain and unequivocal are the following 
passages: said Christ, “When the Comforter is come, whom I 
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will send unto you from the Father, even the Spirit of truth 
which proceedeth from the Father, he shall testify of me. 
When he is come, he will guide you into all truth; for he shall 
not speak of himself; but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall 
he speak, and he will show you things to come.” John 14: 26; 
16: 13. “Now there are diversities of gifts, but the same 
Spirit: differences of administrations, but the same Lord: aud 
diversities of operations but the same God which worketh all 
in all.”,—’Then enumerating the gifts of wisdom, knowledge, 
faith, prophecy, miracles, &c., the apostle says, “all these are 
the work of that one and the self same Sprrit, dividing to eve- 
ry man severally as HEwill.” Mark this passage. ‘The Spirit 
is first distinguished from the gifts which he imparts; next 
from the Lord, Christ, next from God, the Father, and finally 
those works are ascribed to him which imply unlimited knowl- 
edge, power and sovereignty : “ dividing to every man severally 
ashe will.” “'The Spirit searcheth all things; yea, the deep 
things of God.” “As the apostles ministered to the Lord and 
fasted, the Holy Ghost said, Separate me Barnabas and Saul, 
for the work whereunto I have called them.” See 1 Cor. 12: 
A, 6,11. 2Cor.2: 11. Acts 13: 2; 20: 28. As these 
passages distinguish the Holy Spirit from both the Father and 
the Son, and ascribe to him personal acts ; so those which fol- 
low clearly declare his Divine nature. 

In Acts 5: 3, Annanias and Sapphira are said “ to lie to the 
Holy Ghost ;” then, v. 4, Peter says, “’Thou hast not lied unto 
men, but unto God :” clearly to be understood that the Holy 
Spirit, to whom they lied, is God. So at one time Christians 
are said to be the “ temple of the Holy Ghost,” at another time 
the “temple of God.” 1 Cor. 3: 16. Gal. 6: 16. Paul made 
solemn oath, which was an act of religious worship: “I lie not, 
my conscience bearing me witness in—or rather by the Holy 
Ghost.” And to speak against the Holy Ghost, is blasphemy 
which can never be forgiven. Rom.9: 1. Matt. 12: 31. 

Turn now to those passages in which, the Father, the Son, 
and the Holy Ghost, are named together, as objects of worship, 
Matt. 28: 19. “Go, teach all nations, baptizing them im the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” 
To baptize in, or into, the name of any one, is to impose the ob- 
ligation, to honor, obey, follow him. And, as being the initiatory 
rite of our religion, it is solemnly to dedicate one to the service 
of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. But who, with 
all reverence we ask, are they? what do their names mean, 
who are thus united as the equal object of our religious hom- 
age? 'The idea that the term Son means only a dependent 
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created being—and the Holy Spivit, a divine influence or mirac- 
ulous power, and are united with God, the Father of all—ig 
repugnant to the essential rights of Him who has said “My 
glory will I not give to another.” Besides, if Holy Spirit means 
divine influence or gifts—then what can it mean to baptize into 
the name of this influence or gifts—especially after being 
already baptized into the name of the Father, from whom the 
influence or gift proceeds ? 

Hear also the prayer, offered by the Apostle for spiritual bles- 
sings upon his brethren at Corinth. “The grace of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, the love of God, and the communion of the Holy 
Ghost, be with you all. Amen.” 2 Cor. 13:14. Is this a 
prayer addressed to the Father and to two of his creatures—or 
as some would say to one of his creatures, viz.—Christ, and to 
an attribute or influence? Is it then right and scriptural thus 
to pray? Remember it is written, ‘1 am Jehovah—that igs 
my name—my glory will I not give to another.” The apostie 
Jude also directs, vs. 26, 21, “ praying in the Holy Ghost, keep 
yourselves in the love of God; looking for the mercy of our 
Lord Jesus Christ unto eternal life.” But why connect these 
three in this solemn devotional manner, unless they are equally 
and in common the object of religious worship ? 

Suspending now our argument, let us review the proof which 
we have thus far adduced. We have said that the Scriptures 
reveal one, and but one, Supreme Being ;—that the marks or 
characteristics by which he is known are certain names, attri- 
butes, works, and the exclusive right of worship ;—all admit 
that these marks belong to Him who is called God, the Father ; 
they also belong as we have shown, equally to the Son. For 
example, is the true Divinity known by the names, the true, 
great, mighty God, and Jehovah ?—These very names are re- 
peatedly and in the strongest manner given to Christ! Is the 
true Divinity eternal, omniscient, all powerful, the Creator of 
all things, and every where present? So is Christ. Does the 
true God claim divine worship, as his right, and forbid it to all 
others? Christ was worshipped in the highest sense by apos- 
tles and primitive disciples, by ail the angels, and is now by all 
the hosts of heaven ; and he enjoined it also as a duty “that 
all men should honor the Son, even as they honor the Father.” 

Jn regard to the Holy Spirit, we have found, from the Scrip- 
tures, that he possesses the qualities and attributes of a real agent 
or person distinct from the Father and the Son; that to him is 
ascribed omniscience and the disposal of all things; that he is 
called God, and the same works ascribed to him, in one place, 
as are ascribed to the Father in another ; and finally, that he is an 
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object of religious worship, both alone and in conjunction with 
the Father and the Son. 

Ill. We are then prepared for the third step or conclusion of 
our argument—viz: that the one God, whose name alone is 
Jehovah, and whose glory he will not give to, or share with, 
another, is, as to his mode of existence, revealed to us as Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost. This conclusion seems to us direct and 
irresistible. ‘The Scriptures declare that there is but one true 
God, and describe him by certain marks or characteristics. But 
the same Scriptures teach that the same marks or characteris- 
tics belong equally to three persons or subjects, viz. ‘The Fa- 
ther and the Son and the Holy Ghost: therefore, these are the 
one God. This conclusion we must admit, or else confess 
that the Bible is replete with dark sayings, which ill accord 
with its claim to be a revelation and which it seems utterly im- 
possible to reconcile: holding that the Bible is true and infalli- 
ble, we take our stand upon it. We receive the doctrine of one 
God in Trinity as a revealed fact, just as we do any other fact 
of revelation; and place it above all valid objection. We 
know it is common for writers and preachers, «in their discussion 
of this sublime doctrine, to spend much time in answering ob- 
jections which are urged against it from reason or philosophy : 
but we confess we have no objections to answer. We are no 
apologists for the great and incomprehensible Being, whom we 
are taught to love, reverence, and obey. Rather, we are thank- 
ful that he has revealed himself to us in his word, in such a 
manner as fills us with awe of his majesty and adoration, of his 
ineffable perfections ! 


ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS. 


In conclusion, we ask your attention to a few additional re- 
marks, that may both strengthen your confidence in our Scrip- 
tural argument, and illustrate the great practical importance 
of the doctrine. 

1. This doctrine has been the unvarying Orthodox belief, 
from the time of the apostles till now; and every departure 
from it has been marked and condemned as heresy. 

In the first century, and during the life time of the apostles, 
a sect arose called Ebeonites, who taught that Christ was a 
mere man. About the -same time also, the sect callled Gnos- 
tics, who maintained that Christ was an azeon, or emanation 
from God, inferior to the Father, and when on earth was only 
& Man in appearance, notin reality. ‘T’o these sects, Paul, 
Peter and John are supposed to refer, when they speak of “de- 
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nying Christ,” “denying the Lord that bought them,” “of 
Antichrist,” and “ denying the Father and the Son.” 

In the second and third ‘centuries, when the common doc- 
trine of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost was taught in the Church 
generally, Praxeas and Sabellius wrote against it, on the 
ground, as they alleged, that it destroyed the divine unity, 
They maintained the sole supremacy of the Father, and that 
the terms Father, Son, and Holy Ghost were only modes or 
forms of the manifestation of God to his creatures. Against 
this sentiment were arrayed all the distinguished fathers of the 
Church, Justin the Martyr, Theophilus of Antioch, Athenag- 
oras, Ireneus, Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen, Cyprian and 
Novitian. ‘Though these fathers differed somewhat in their 
philsosophical speculations, and improperly attempted to define 
the distinctions in the divine nature, yet they all agreed in re- 
jecting the errors of Praxeas and Sabellius. Their errors 
were also publicly condemned in a council, held at Antioch, 
about the year A. D. 264. 

Next, in the fourth century, arose the celebrated Arius, who 
taught that the Son was totally and essentially distinct from 
the Father ; the first and noblest of all those beings whom the 
Father had created out of nothing, and the instrument by 
whom the world was made: that the Holy Spirit was of a 
different nature from the Father and the Son, and created by 
the Son. This doctrine gained many adherents, and produced 
great excitement, as being a departure from the faith. In the 
year A. D. 325, Constantine, Emperor of Rome, called a coun- 
cil, consisting of 380 bishops, or presbyters, to discuss and settle 
the disputed doctrine. They met at Nice, and the doctrine of 
Arius was condemned as heresy, and he himself was condemn- 
ed and banished as an heretic. Athanasius, the leading oppo- 
nent of Arius, drew up a creed of the Catholic or Orthodox 
faith, in which he says, “'The Catholic faith is this: That we 
worship one God in Trinity, and Trinity in Unity. For there 
is one person of the Father, another of the Son, and another 
of the Holy Ghost. But the Godhead of the Father, of the 
Son and of the Holy Ghost, is all one; the glory equal—the 
majesty co-eternal.” 

From the fourth to the sixteenth century,* but few writers 
or bishops dissented from the Athanasian or Nicene creed : but 
when the Reformation was in full progress, Faustus Socinus of 
Poland, advanced the doctrine that Christ was a mere man, 


® The semi-Arians held that the Son was of like substance with the Father, and 
begotten, not created. 
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endowed with extraordinary gifts, and constituted the Gover- 
nor of the world ; and that the Holy Ghost was a mere aitri- 
bute or operation of God. ‘The followers of Socinus were 
known by the name of Socinians, or more generally Unitarians, 
because they held to the divine Unity in opposition to Trinity. 
But this doctrine was rejected, both by Protestants and Catho- 
lics. Not long after, Servetus revived the old doctrine of Sa- 
bellius, that there are’ no distinctions in the divine nature, but 
that the terms, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, are modes or 
forms in which God manifests himself : he was condemned by 
the magistrates of Geneva, and executed on the charge of 
heresy, and violating the peace of the state. Since then, oth- 
ers in England, Germany, and the United States, have ad- 
vanced theories differing from the ancient faith ; but it is a 
pleasing fact, that at this time, the doctrine of the Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost—is tbe prevailing doctrine of the Christian 
world—the faith of every Christian denomination that has 
any written and established creed! The very faith drawn 
from the living pages of inspiration, in which holy men have 
lived, and martyrs died in triumph—the faith that wrought so 
mightily in such men as Edwards, Doddridge, Baxter, Luther, 
Augustine, Chrysostom, ‘Tertullian, [reneus, and the venera- 
ble Polycarp. If we are mistaken in our belief, we have at 
least the consolation of knowing, that it is a common error of 
the Church on earth, and that in which those best entitled to 
the name of saints, have believed and died, during eighteen 
centuries ! 

2. Another consideration that may strengthen your confi- 
dence in this doctrine is—that while the belief of it as a re- 
vealed fact makes the Bible appear plain and consistent with 
itself, every departure from it involves us in doubt, and sets the 
mind afloat on the ocean of conjecture. We know it has been 
common to represent the doctrine of the ‘T'rinity, as very mys- 
terious, wonderful, incomprehensible ; and, on the other hand, 
that of one God the Father only, as simple and clearly under- 
stood. But to us, on supposition that the Bible is our standard, 
directly the contrary is true. We admit, that closing the 
Bible, and looking solely at the works of creation, the idea 
of a Supreme Being, without the distinctions of Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost is simple. But you are not a deist. You do 
not take your religion from nature, but from the Scriptures. 
Open then that volume. You read, “Iam the Lord, that is 
my name, and my glory will I not give to another.”—But a 
little farther on, you read, “ Christ, who is over all, God bless- 
ed forever”—Creator, Upholder of all things, to be worshipped 
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by all on earth and all in heaven :—a little farther you read of 
the Holy Ghost—the Spirit of truth searching all things—di- 
viding as a sovereign his gifts—united with the Father and the 
Son as an object of worship, into whose name we must be 
baptized, and from whom we invoke and receive spiritual bless- 
ings. Now, which is the more plain and easy to be understood 
—to say that the one Jehovah is revealed as to his mode of ex- 
istence, as Father, Son, and Holy Ghost ; or to deny it, and 
then define what the Son and Holy Ghost means? Is it easier 
and plainer to deny ? Come, then, tell us what you mean by 
Christ and the Holy Spirit. Do you hold with the Ebeonites, 
that Christ was a mere man, just like one of us? or with the 
Gnostics, that he was a divine emanation, a ray fromthe Father? 
or with the Arians, that he was the first of all creatures, and 
then made the Creator of the world? or with Sabellius, that he 
was a mode of God’s operation, an energy put forth in this 
particular form? or do you hold with the semi-Arians, that he 
was of like substance with the Father, begotten, not created? 
or with Socinus, as man, and nothing more in nature, but de- 
ified—that is, made a God, like a heathen hero, and appointed 


to rule and judge the world? We ask, What do you believe?’ 


Can you defend what you believe? Are you willing to say 
what you believe ? What, we would ask, do you call the Holy 
Spirit ? an energy, an attribute, an emanation, a miraculous 
power, or what? If any of these, is it a proper subject to be 
baptized into—to be united with the great Father of all in 
prayer—to be distinguished over and over again from that God, 
of whom he is an attribute, influence, or power ? 

Here, then, we have on the page of history, the glaring fact, 
that all who have departed from what we call the simple doc- 
trine of one God, the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, have ever 
and always been at variance in their belief —while all who hold 
the doctrine of the Trinity, have uniformly agreed or differed 
only in philosophical explanations of it. ‘This fact we throw 
into the scale against the thousand objections about mystery in 
the Trinity. We say, admitting the Bible to be the standard, 
the mystery all lies on the other side. It is a mystery that the 
Bible reads so, that almost all the Christian world, through 
eighteen hundred years, should believe the doctrine, if it is not 
true. It isa mystery, that the very design for which the Bible 
was given, viz. to promote the worship of the only true God, 
should, if this doctrine is not true, lead to almost universal 
idolatry. It is a mystery, that if this doctrine is not true, no 
man can tell what is—for from the Ebeonites to Faustus So- 
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cinus, and ever since, there las been no agreement among 
those who have denied it. 

If any of you falter in this doctrine ; if you are tempted to 
deny it ‘and embrace some other, let us request you first to 
decide, what you will believe, and why you will believe it. 
You will find a scale of faith respecting Jesus Christ, extend- 
ing from earth to high heaven. At the bottom of the scale 
you will find him marked as a mere man, like one of us, liable 
to err and to sin; and at the top, you will find him marked 
next in rank to the great Supreme, though created and de- 
pendent. Determine where you will place him; and, after 
having placed him there, then take the Scriptures, and read 
every passage relating to him; and we predict that, before you 
shall have read your New ‘Testament half through, you will 
sincerely doubt whether yeu have placed your Lord on the 
right spot. As to the Holy Spirit, make out, if you can, what 
you are to believe, before you renounce his distinct personality 
and true divinity. We pray you take not a leap in the dark ! 

Do you ask, how it comes to pas that so many are in diffi 
culty on this doctrine, if it is indeed plain? We will tell you 
It is because, they undertake to know and explain what God 
has not revealed. He has revealed the fact that divine attri 
butes, works and wors hip | pe long to the F'ather, Son, and Holy 
Ghost—and this as a fact is dary and easy to be undet 
stood, as that God seede - the world. Not content with this. 
you ask how the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, are united, 
s0 as to constitute the one Jehovah ? what ts the exact distin 
tion between them? This the bible does not s ay one word 
about. Yet you allow your mind to work itself into difficulty 
on the subject, and your difficulties are the necessary result 
the punishment of your presumption. Suppose you were to 
try to explain Aow God is self-existent anil eternal—how he 
created the world out of nothing—or how your soul and body are 
united 2? You would find quite as many difficulties on either of 
these points, as you ever did on the subject of the Trinity. 

3. A third consideration which should endear the doctrine 
to you, is its important connexions and practical influence. — It 
gives us some knowledge of the Supreme Being, which we 
could never have learnt from the light of nature. Suppose a 
new system of worlds were laid open to your view, in which 
the Deity should make a more full and sublime manifestation 
of himself, than he has done in the world which we inhabit ? 
Would you shut your eyes and refuse to learn more? Rather 
would you not thankfully receive and treasure up the additional 
knowledge, and derive from it a new impulse to obedience, and 

VOL. VI.—NO. XII. 55 











680 The Doctrine of the Trinity. 


a fresh influx of joy ? In the Scriptures, God has laid open a 
new system. He has displayed himself in a more ample and 
glorious manner than in the works of creation. Respecting 
the mode of his existence, “all nature is mute.” It says noth- 
ing for or against a Trinity in the Godhead. It tells us He is, 
but not in what manner. “ From one end of the earth to the 
other, through all the starry heavens, there is silence.” Nor is 
it probable that one ray of light would ever have been reflected 
on this subject from all the works of creation, in their grand 
revolutions, to the end of time. But the Bible has disclosed a 
new fact respecting God. It tells us that in the one Jehovah, 
whom we adore, is a threefold distinction ; that he exists as 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. Shall we refuse to receive this 
addition to our knowledze, because we saw it not written on the 
open volume of the sky In the revered names of Reason 
and Religion, we demand, why is it that the discoveries made 


to us by revelation, are not welcomed with the same gratitude, 


and proclaimed with the same enthusiasm as are the discove- 
ries made by the natural world ! in the reve led cd trine ofa 
Trinity in the Godhead—there is indeed a “subtime peculiar- 
ity.” But, “by virtue of it, in the | n of the Father is re- 
flected the glory of the Son and the rit; im the person of 
the Son, that of the Father and Spirit; and in the person of 
the Spirit, that of the Father and Son; and thus the radiance 
is rellected and re-reflected, gathering lustre at every reflection, 
until the High and Holy One, who inhabiteth eternity, shines 
forth in all his works and all his dominions in glory trans- 
cendent and divine. 

Again—this doctrine is interw ven with all the per uliar doe- 
trines of the Christian system; so that the rejection of it Is 


naturally, we may say, inevitably, followed by tue denial of all 
the rest. For instance, the doctrine of atonement for sin, by 
the sacrifice which Jesus Christ offered, once for all. Deny the 
proper divinity of Jesus Christ, and you destroy the efficacy of 
his atonement. You disrcbe him of all the qualities essential 
to such a work. You reduce the atonement for sin, which the 
Scriptures ascribe to him, to nothing but an example of suffer- 
ing virtue, or a worthy instance of martyrdom. It is not pos- 
sible in the nature of things, unless he was more than a cre- 
ated dependent being, for him to make satisfaction for our sins, 
any more than Paul, or Stephen, or Peter could. Deny his 
divinity, and who is your Saviour? A dependent creature, 
to whom you can assign no definite rank in the universe! Oh, 
how can you commit to such an one that precious soul, and 
enter eternity! Do you say, God is my Saviour—but out of 
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Christ, he is aconsuming fire? There is no other-name given 

under heaven among men whereby we must be saved—but 
the name of Jesus Christ! 

Farther, the doctrine of regeneration and sanctification by 

the Holy Spirit, is plainly taught in the Scriptures. By his 


efficacy the plan of redemption is carried forward, and a mul- 
titude, which no man can number, fitted for the society and 


employments of heaven. But, deny the doctrine of the Trin 
ity, and there is no Holy Spirit to which you can attach any 
definite meaning. Whothen will convince of sin? Who re 
generate the heart ? Who give consolation to the trembling 
sinner, or to the dispirited believer? Who fit the soul for 
heaven ? 

But we must conclude. Only let us say, brethren, you have 
zeason to love this doctrine and to ho t fast. It is that into 
which you have been baptized. And if there are any inhab- 
itants from our world now in heaven. we cannot but | 
that they are adoring, with ineflal 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. In your devotions, let this truth 
exert its full practical influence. When you meditate upou t! 
one God, or pray to him, you will | | 
who possesses all the attributes of Divinity. When you think 
of Christ separately, degrade him not to the rank of a depend- 


ent creature, but remember, that in him, “God was manifest 
in the flesh ;” and that “he is able t ive to the uttermost,” 
only because in his original character he is the “Mighty God 

When about to bid farewell to these earthly enes,— when 


friends near and dear are taking the fina 


| 
the want of support,—think of him who h 


lieu, and you feel 
as said, si My mrace 
is sufficient for thee.” In your dying agonies, do as the mar- 
tyr Stephen—* Lord Jesus, receive my spirit.” And when, 
brethren, your hearts despond on account of sins within, or 
trials without, remember the Holy Spirit is the comforter and 
sanctifier. When you look abroad upon the world, and see 
wickedness abounding—when you are ready to be disheart- 
ened in your efforts to do good,—think it is the Spirit’s work to 
convince of sin and renovate the heart: and engage in the 
use of all proper means for your own salvation, and for the 
conversion of the world, in humble dependence on his effica- 
cious influence. And may “the grace of the Lord Jesus 
Christ, the love of God, and the communion of the Holy 
Ghost, be with you all, Amen.” 
CLERICUS. 
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PRAYER OF FAITH. 


I have read many treatises upon the prayer of faith, and 
they have been very commonly unsatisfactory to my own re- 
ligiousfeelings. That prayer is to be explained to be nothing more 
than a mode of producing a certain influence on my own mind; 
a preparatory process to the right use of blessings ; or, to be a 
mere act of homage to superiority, or, a means of ol taining 
some indefinite good, because God had constituted a connec- 
tion between asking ‘ond receiving, - own conscience, in the 
closet, cannot admit. ‘That prayer involves these, I never 
doubte d; but that these exh: * sted the idea of prayer, I never 
heartily be lieved. The last thought. viz. that God has consti- 
tuted a connexion between asking and receiving, has been 
much insisted upon, but it always appeared to me to be a very 
cold enunciation of a part of the truth. And when it has been 
urged as the constraining and powerful motive to prayer, it has 
seemed as though the preacher was building a splendid ice pal- 
ace for my soul to dwell in. I always shrink away from its 
frosty severity. 

Nor have I, on the other hand, been able to reconcile my 
feelings and experience with the thoughts advanced by the op- 
posite class of writers and preachers on this subject. ‘They de- 
mand, that I should believe the divine promise to be so clear, 
so full, and so adopted to the distinctive peculiarties of my own 
mind, in destinction from other minds, that whatsoever I be- 
lieve, with a sufficient certainty of conviction, would be grant- 
ed.— That the promise of God was pledged to my faith. 'The 
two parties I have supposed were at the opposite poles of the 
same idea, and I have fancied the truth was to be found at the 
punctum indifferens, the centre point between the two. In 
looking at the subject, for my own spiritual benefit, | have 
found satisfaction in contemplating two points. ‘They may be 
said to involve each other, with some truth ; but they are dis- 
tinct in themselves, though the thoughts issuing therefrom soon 
form a junction, and coalesce most delightfully. 

The one point is the idea of prayer as supplication, swpplica- 
tio, supplico, sub and plico. ‘The attitude of soul and spirit is 
not that of demand, as conscious, of power and of right, and 
therefore of unquestioning certainty ; but of asking, entreating, 
earnestly beseeching. Now the idea of supplication forestalls 
that of demand as a matter of right, or of absolute certainty. 
The soul supplicates. Think of it, in the hour of the most 
fervent petition ever honored by a human heart in its closet. 
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How it pours forth its deep feelings, its strong and anxious de- 
sires. What earnestness of humility, so to speak, has taken 
possession of it. It ought not to be satisfied, and it cannot be 
until it obtains what it seeks. ‘i‘herefore it lies at the fountain 
of blessing, resolved not to depart, uatil its cup runneth over 
with the possession, or the foretaste of niercies. ‘Through the 
whole of this intense feeling there is still found predominant 
the spirit of grace and supplication. If 1 obtain, the soul 
cries, O it will be grace, grace ; favor to the unworthy, to the 
guilty ; and because it is all grace ¢herefore, L beg and beseech, 
even to loud agony. 


The second poivt [look at is the Being of whom we suppl 
cate. In most discussions on this subject God is regarded as a 
Being of power, as a sovereign Cispensing favors as he may 
choose. Andas he has constituted a connection between a 
ing and receiving, so we may hope for a favorable answer to 
our requests, with that strenzth of confidence, which we have 
in the certainty of the connexion between asking and receiv- 
ing. f wish prayer to be support ‘1 in the soul by a richer and 
more sustaining element than such a meagre conception ;—-a 
concepiion, as it is usually exhibited, little else than power form- 
mg connevions. One thinks of power as an engine, pel 
chance of stearm.and of connexion, asachain of iron attached 


toit. Such an anatomy valishes in one’s closet, or rather be 


Comes so ( lothed, taat vou cau “il ly recognize it. 

: ‘he second pola | | ok at. as | sal 1, is the Being, wh mm we 
supplicate. And ia him I find not power or sovereignty alone, 
but wisdom and goodness and love and mercy as shades and 


1 


lichts and proportions, which make the linpre : ions up yy IM 
spirit. And what is the impression, which is made? Why, 
all that wisdom and love and mercy wishes to be given, wil 
be given, and all that they would withhold, it would be satani- 
cal for me to desire, and dreadful for God to bestow. By being 
regenerate, and thus a “ partaker of the divine nature,” it is sup- 
posed that my prayer is the offspring of this nature—an in- 
structive call of the spirit of the parent in the child for more of 
the spirit of the parent, either in itself, or in others. And _be- 
cause my mind is weak and limited, | may not accurately judge 
of the law, which bounds love ; of the sin and guilt that might 
result, if this or that should take place; and if it could be sup- 
posed that 1 saw the effect of the gift I sought, the very spirit 
that prompted the regard might cry out, “'That be far from 
thee, O Lord ; shall not the judge of all tie earth do right ?” 
Let us then suppose that prayer is not a form of words, a col- 


lection of sounds, but the utterance of the “divine nature” 
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within us, in reference to our peculiar circumstances ; and then 
ask, Will it plead with confidence? It would deny itself if it 
did not!! Itself is of God; and is the bosom of everlasting 
love shut against its own compassions? Does God deny his 
own Spirit?) Never; and when I thus think, I rest in confi- 
dence, that prayer will be heard. God must be different from 
what he is, before my confidence can be shaken. Doubts 
fears, difficulties, or dangers, so long as my mind rests in this 
covert, cannot move ine. I think of Gideon, and Baruch, and 
Sampson: [ thnk of David, and Daniel, and John, and Paul; 
and I feel girt about by the same strength, and standing on 
the same foundation—the God of Abraham, and Isaac, and 
Jacob. The utterance of sucii prayer would be the prayer of 
faith ; the prayer, that was founded, built up, and uttered in 
faith. And what would be granted to it ?—AIl that 7/, viz. the 
regenerate, germenant principle of faith desired ; and that isall 


that any holy soul can desire, unless having baptized its wish 
ing-cap of sense and sin by the name of faith and holiness, it 
call that the prayer of faith. 


But I seem to hear some one say, Will my friend, for whom 
I pray, be converted? I wish to have the prayer of faith in 
relation to him. Can Ihave it?) Such an inquirer wishes 


i 


for a certainty of conviction, that the friend will be converted, 


that he may feel more at rest, and th it his progress may be 
more earnest from the prospect of a speedy answer. Now the 
very putting of such a question involves a spiritual absurdity ; 
a contradiction in one’s Christian experience. "The inquirer 
wishes for the prayer of faith in relation to a particular object, 
but is not willing to have his confidence grounded where all 
faith must be grounded, viz. in the character of God :—not in 


God’s power merely, not in his naked sovereignty, but in the 
spiritual, holy excellence of God. He is not willing to trust 
that, and be at rest; but demands that his own sight shall be 
gratified in the conversion of his friend; and if not converted, 
he cries out, “I have no faith.” Now, this is demanding to 
walk by sight, and, were it possible, would destroy faith itself. 
It would make our confidence strong in our own faith, and not 
in God, or in the promise of God; as the mere utterance of 
authority, and not confidence in the promise, as the word of 
wisdom, truth, and love, as it is, and as it was intended we 
should receive it. Any faith in God, that is not founded in 
wisdom, truth and love, is no faith in God ;—it may be faith 
in the figment of the imagination. And all genuine faith 
must, in every act of anticipated fulfilment, be subject to the 











Prayer of faith. 685 


condition, the variations, changes, &c., that pertain to wisdom 
and love, as they go forth to accomplis sh their purposes. 

In this world of sense and sin, there is always the 
temptation to confirm our wishes, under the name of faith, 
by outward effects ; to reduce them to the certainty of a visible 
accomplishment. Increasing faith has, howevei, less anxiety 
about these material, visible changes; and delights more in 
the free, liberal, ange lic confidence, which is found in studying 
the shoxncter, and in reposing upon the arm of Him, who is 
from everlasting to everlasting, and who, as to the ends and 
purposes of wisdom, and truth, and goodness, is without varia- 
bleness cr shadow of turning. Our minds, occupied with the 
cares of this world, do not love to rest on the ever-growing, 
and ever-expanding manifestation of God in all his word, and 
in all his works; our hearts do not return as to their rest, to the 
substantial, but spiritual attributes of his character. We do 
not look at the promise, as a rent in the veil of flesh, through 
which we may behold the holy character of the promises, and 
dwell upon the cloudless beauty of the spiritual world that is 
thus open to our view. We ask for something more visible, 
more tangible. “ Our soul loatheth this licht food.” ¢(). for 
the flesh-pots of Kgypt!” the gout of something addressed 
to our senses. And this, in despite of that awful declaration, 

To be carnally (sensually) minded is death ; but to be spir- 
itually minded is life and peace.” ‘The life of faith, is the life 
which God demands; and the life of faith will be more or less 
filled with the prayer of faith ; but it is not a life bounded by 
something standing out to the senses, as completed and per 
fected in this world. If it was, it would cease to be a Hfe of 
faith. Nor is the prayer of faith bounded by the accomplish 
ment of particular individual requests ; nor does the soul in its 
exercise dwell with self- a minuteness and spiritual 
ity upon its own wishes. No, it rather seeks to hide itself in 
the fulness there is in God to y erscens the love there is in 
God to lead him to bestow; the wisdom there is in God to 
guide him in the bestowment; and the unchangeable truth 
there is in God, that he will not fail to bestow all that wisdom 
and love and truth cau desire. J. M. 
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LEVIEWS. 


A STaTeMeENT or REASONS FOR NOT BELIEVING THE 
Decrrines or TrRiIntrarRtIans, Concerning the Nature 
of God, and the Person of Christ. By ANDREws Nor- 
Tron. 1533. pp. 331. 

After an attentive perusal of this volume, we lay it down 
with mingled emotions, such as we find it difficult to analyze, 
and still more difficult to express. ‘There is a feeling of satis- 
faction in seeing a man frank and open in his declarations, al- 
though these may involve great inconsistencies and pernicious 
errors. ‘There is a feeling of satisfaction, too, whether right or 
wrong, in the verification of one’s own predictions—in witness- 
ing results which have been long foreseen, and often foretold— 
even when these results are in themselves of a nature to be 
deeply regretted. ‘There is a satisfaction also in the belief, 
which has been growing upon us for a considerable time, and 
which the volume before us tends to confirm, that that current 
of fashionable irreligion which, under imposing names and ap- 
pearances, once threatened to sweep away all our landmarks, 
and involve our churches in a common ruin, has ina grea 
measure spent its force, ceased to be formidable, and is pow 
running its last dregs; andthat its promoters (or some of them) 
have come at length to a point, where it may be hoped their 
follies “ will correct them, and their backslidings reprove them.” 

On the other hand, it is exceedingly painful, to see a man of 
education and talents—of a refined and cultivated mind, who 
has long been pursuing studies connected with the Bible, and 
has been a professed teacher of it, taking ground, not merely 
against the doctrines of religion, but against the integrity of the 
sacred word,—denying its inspiration, and rejecting large por- 
tions of it at pleasure. It is painful to see a person, who for 
years occupied a station of great responsibility in an Institution 
consecrated “to Christ and his church,” from whom many who 
are now settled as ministers received their instructions in the 
Bible, and whose decisions are still regarded by them as next to 
oracular,—pretending to be more wise than the inspired Apos- 
tles, talking about their mistakes and errors, and endeavoring 
to assign reasons why they were not more fully instructed by 
their great Master. It is painful to see one, who is bound with 
others to the judgement, and is exercising a mighty influence 
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over some of them, denying that there will be any general 
Judgement, and sweeping away all those foundations, on 
which alone sinners can hope to stand there with acceptance. 

The volume before us commences with a Preface of more 
than thirty pages, in which Mr. Norton apologizes for writing 
again on such a subject as the Trinity; sets forth the reasons 
which induced him to write ; affirms his sincerity in what he 
has written—a virtue which he deems very rare among theolo- 
gians (referring, we suppose, to those with whom he has been 
chiefly conversant ;) and throws out some hints as to the man- 
ner in which he thinks improvements in theology are in future 
tobe promoted. “ Religion must be taken out of the hands of 
divines, such as the generality of divines have been, and its 
exposition and defence must become the study of philosophers.” 

One of the most obvious moral qualities displayed in this 
Preface, as indeed in the volume generally, is intolerable arro- 
gance and pride. ‘The author settles questions at once, and 
with an air of authority, about which a greater share of modes- 
ty, if not of learning, would have led him to hesitate; and he 
looks down often upon the cherished sentiments and pursuits of 
others with contempt. It would really seem, at times, that Mr. 
Norton recarded himself as a being: of some higher order— 
elevated far above the ordinary inhabitants of this mundane 
sphere—and that it wa%a mortifying condescension for him to 
come down, and shed upon their darkness a partion of his su- 
perior light. It is not strange that a man, who seems to imag- 
ine that nearly all the learning and intelligence of the world 
are embodied in himself and a few of his Antitrinitarian 
friends, should speak of the Trinity as an “obsolete” relic of a 
former age—as exploded and abandoned, like “ the supremacy 
of the pope and the divine right of kings,” by “the generality 
of those, who, on every subject but theology, are the guides of 
public opinion.” It is strange, however, that after vaunting 
himself in this manner, our author should make the following 
statement on his very next page: 

“The treatises of European nations still begin with a solemn appeal to the 
“ Most Holy Trinity” ; the doctrine is still the professed faith of every es- 
tablished church, and, as far as | know, of every sect which makes a creed 
its bond of communion: and if any one shou!d recur to books, he would find 
it presented as an all-important distinction of Christianity by far the larger 
portion of Divines. It is, in consequence, viewed by most men, more or less 
distinctly, as a part of Christianity.” 

How the doctrine of the Trinity can be “viewed by most 
men asa part of Christianity,” and still be so universally reject- 
ed, that to attempt a refutation of it “may seem to imply a 
theologian’s ignorance of the opinions of the world”—(our 
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theological readers will mark in what estimation they are held--) 
is not obvious, certainly, tocommon minds. It must be remem- 
bered, however, that there is no reasoning from men of ordina- 
ry light to minds as perspicacious as that of Mr. Norten. What 
seems absurd and contradi ‘tory to others, may be ail plain to 
him. We should think it superfluous to write a book in refu- 


tation of a doctrine which no person believed ; but Mr. N. has 
written more than one book, to refute and subvert the doctrine 
of the Trinity—a doctrine which he gravely assures us it is 
impossible, from the nature of the human mind, should be be- 
lieved” !! 

rm — a 


‘he chief reason, as set forth in the Preface and in other 
parts of the volume, which moved Mr. Norton to stoop so low 
as to take up his pen again in opposition to the 'T'rinity—a doe- 
trine, by the way which he thinks no man ever believed, or 
ever can—was, that he ‘might by any means save some’ from 
the yawning gulf of infidelity. Men, it seems, are in dangero 
rejecting Christianity for the 'T'rinity’s sake ; and, consequently, 
the ‘Trinity must be given up, that Christianity may by this 
means be spared. 

But if Unitarianism is such a potent preservative against 
Infidelity, how shall it be accounted for, that so many professed 
Unitarians have, at different times, become acknowledged 
Infidels? This was the case with Thomas Chubb. He 
commenced his career, as an author, by writing against the 
Trinity ; and finished it by discarding revealed religion. 


* A number of celebrated writers,” says Levd Shaftesbury, 
“have ade one yrofessio  Dipic es | net * the S 
ave made open profession of Deism; and most of the So- 


cinians have at lengih joined them.”* 

Mr. Belsham, speaking of his Students at Hackney, says, 
“'The studious and virtuous part of our family have very gen- 
erally given up Christianity. "This is an evil to which no 
remedy can be applied.” Speaking also of his hearers at 
Hackney, Mr. Belsham says, “Some are offended,” and 
“what is worse, some are disturbed in their habits of thinking, 
and either talk inconsistently, or become unbelievers. And 
these are not the youngest of my hearers.”t It will not be pre- 
tended, that the hearers and students of Mr. Belsham were 
driven off from Christianity, by his insisting too strenuously on 
the doctrine of the Trinity. 

Mr. Belsham calls the German Neologists, “dishonest In- 
fidels ;” and, in this judgement, Mr. Norton appears to coincide, 








* See Voltaire’s General History, Nugent’s Translation, Vol. iv. pp. 243, 24. 
1, Williams’s Memoir of Belsham, pp. 462, 495. 
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But if Unitarianism is a sure preservative against Infidelity, 
how came these Neologists to incur such a reproach? Surely 
they have not been disturbed of late, by any lingering prepos- 
sessions in favor of the ‘Trinity. 

On supposition that Unitarianism is so powerful an an- 
tagonist to Infidelity, we should like to know, farther, why there 
has been, and is now, so much sympathy and cordialily be- 
tween the abettors of the two systems,—Infidels, on the one 
hand, have represented Unitarians “as a sect of philosophers, 
who do not choose openly to avow pure Deism, and reject—for- 
mally, every kind of revelation,—but who are continually doing, 
with respect to the Old and New Testament, what Epicarus 
did with respect to the gods—admitting them ve rbally, hut 
destroying them really;’* while Unitarians, on the other 
hand, are insisting, that Infidels may be truly pious and excel- 
lent men, and worthy to be received into the Societies of Chris 
tians. Mr. Norton has said, “that Lord Herbert was not infe- 
rior, in Christian charity, to Calvin, or in truth and honesty, to 


Beza, or in pie ty and holiness to either.” Dr. Channing 
“does not condemn the unbeliever, unless he bear witness 
against himself by an tmmoral and irreligious life.” He 
even thinks, “that to reject Christianity, under some of it 
corruptions, is rather a viréwe than a crime.”{ Some of th 
English Unitarians are insisting, at this time, on the propriety 
of receiving Infidels into their Societies, and charging with 
illiberality, all who oppose the measure.) ‘The efforts of such 
men as Belsham and Norton, for the conversion of Infidels 
resemble those of some of the Catholic emissaries, for the con 
version of the heathen. These sorts,” says an old writer, 


“will turn themselves into several forms; with the heathen, a 
heathenist: with the atheists, an atheist: with the Jews, a 


Jew ; and with the reformers, a reforiaade ; purposely to know 
their intentions, their minds, their hearts, and thereby bring 
them, at last, to be like the fool, that said in his heart, Ter 
is no God.” lf Christian ministers are willing to turn Infi 
dels, ho doubt their infidel brethren will be willl mr to rece 
them, and will not suffer a mere question of names to | 


bar in the way of union. ‘They will be willing to bear 
name, if we wili consent to embrace their doctrine. he 

be willing to harmonize on the basis of a Christianity, which 
rejects the inspiration of the Bible, and so much of its contents 
as may be thought reasonable and convenient. 





*French Encyclopedia, Art. Unitarians. t Repository, Vol. i. p. 7. 
{ Discourses, pp. 9, 12. § See Spirit of the Pilgrims, vol. i. p, 615. 
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The professed purpose of the work before us, is, “to givea 
view of the doctrine of Trinitarians, respecting the nature of 
God and the person of Christ ; to state the reasons for not be- 
lieving those doctrines ; and to show in what manner, the pas- 
sages of Scripture urged in their support, ought to be regarded,” 

In describing the doctrines of Trinitarians, Mr. Norton divides 
them into five classes—which he afterwards reduces to two ;— 
those who profess to believe an intrinsic absurdity, and those 
who hold to three Gods. The ground, and the whole ground, 
for undertaking to divide Trinitarians into different classes, has 
been furnished by the unwarrantable attempts of 'Trinitarians 
to explain what they profess to regard as mysterious and in- 
explicable. ‘The Christian fathers of the second and third cen- 
turies attempted, by the help of the Platonic philosophy, to 
explain the doctrine of the ‘T'rinity ; but in so doing, they, in 
some instances, corrupted it. ‘They dropped expressions, occa- 
sionally, which are inconsistent with the true doctrine of the 
Trinity, with the language of the Bible, and with their own 
language in other places. Later writers have attempted, at 
different times and in various ways, to explain the doctrine of 
the Trinity :“ but with no better success. And this is what 
might have been anticipated. Do not all Trinitarians profess 
to regard certain points connected with this doctrine, as mys- 
terious and inexplicable? Why, then, endeavor to explain 
them? Why not take the facts relating to the doctrine, as 
God has stated them in the Bible, and leave minuter explana- 
tions, to be attempted, if at all, when we shall be favored with 
superior light ? 

“ But it is absurd,” we are told, “to profess to believe what 
we do not understand, and cannot explain. How can a person 
believe that, of which he has, confessedly, no understanding ?” 

In reply to this, it only need be said, that what we profess to 
believe in regard to the ‘Trinity, we profess also to understand ; 
and respecting that of which we have no understanding, and 
can give no explanation, we entertain no belief, one way or the 
other. We believe that the Divine Being is, in some sense, 
one, and, in some other sense, three. We believe this, as a te- 
vealed fact; andas such, we understand it. But in what sense 
he is three, and in what other sense one, or how the three per- 
sonalities are united, so as to constitute but one Divine Being, 
we profess neither to understand nor believe. We believe the 
facts in regard to the Trinity, as God has revealed them in the 
Scriptures ; and these facts we can state, in a way to be under- 
stood by ourselves and others ; but we know nothing of the 
manner in which these facts consist, and in respect to this, we, 
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of course, believe nothing. In the same way, our faith is exet- 
cised and limited in regard to many other subjects besides the 
Trinity. We understand that soul and body are united in the 
human person, and this, we believe ; but how they are united, 
we do not understand, and neither do we believe. We under- 
stand the fact, that heat and moisture promote the growth of 
vegetables, and this we believe; but as to the process or Manner 
in which vegetables grow, under the influence of heat and 
moisture, we neither understand nor believe any thing. 

In regard to the charge of tritheism, we have nothing to 
say,—except that we are as clear from it as Mr. Norton himself. 
And as to the charge of contradiction and absurdity, it is only 
by a false statement of the doctrine in question, that our au- 
thor has given to it the air of plausibility. If 'T'rinitatrians 
believed the Divine Being to be one and three in the same 
sense ; or that the word God, when applied to the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit collectively, imports the same as when 
applied to either one of these Divine persons, (and Mr. Norton 
assumes that such is their belief*) then, indeed, they might be 
charged with contradiction and absurdity. But, with one voice, 
Trinitarians disclaim such a belief. ‘They believe, as before 
stated, that the Divine Being is in some sense one, and in some 
other sense three ; and in this proposition there is no contra- 
diction. None can be discovered in it, or by any possibility be 
fastened upon it. For the same reason that 'Trinitarians can- 
not explain the different senses in which God may be said to 
be one and three, it is impossible for Anti-trinitarians to prove 
that he cannot, in different senses, be one and three. ‘The 
subject, in this view of it, is above the comprehension of either 
party. It is beyond their reach. And it becomes us to rest 
satisfied with what Ged has revealed, without pretending to 
understand or explain, to believe or deny, what he has been 
pleased to reserve among the secret things which belong only 
to himself. 

We design not to go into a prolonged examination of Mr. 
Norton’s interpretations, for the very good reason that, accord- 
ing to his principles, it is impossible to prove or disprove any 
thing by the Bible. He does not consider the Scriptures as the 
word of God, or admit them to be a safe and infallible direc- 
tory in the things of religion. The Apostles, he thinks, were 
often mistaken, not merely in their private opinions, but in their 
published writings—those which are contained between the 
covers of our Bibles. And really, when a man avows opin- 
tons such as these in relation to the Bible, we think it idle to 

* See p. 44. 
VOL. VI.—NO. XII. 56 
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go into a discussion with him respecting the meaning of par- 
ticular passages. For when the meaning of a passage is aacer- 
tained and settled to his satisfaction, still it is of no authority 
with him. It must be proved further, that the sacred writer 
was not mistaken. We must bring him to the bar of our reason 
and judgment, and decide as to his competency and credibility; 
——and this is what no Christian can ever consent to do. 

It may be expected, however, that we shall give our readers 
some account of the manner in which Mr. Norton disposes of 
the passages commonly relied on to prove the Trinity, and the 
other connected doctrines. 

He has frequent recourse to the old sophism, that because 
the Scriptures represent Christ as in some sense distinct from 
God, and inferior to him, therefore he is not a divine person. 
“The Logos was with Ged, which, if the Logos be a person, 
necessarily implies that he is a different person from God, 
Whoever is with any being must be diverse from that being 
with whom he is.” ‘ Read over the history in the Evangelists, 
and ask yourselves if you are not reading the history of a man.” 
pp. 238, 32. We should like to know how long Mr. Norton 
thinks it will take to convince and silence ‘T'rinitarians by argu- 
mentation such as this? Do not they hold, as strenuously as 
himself, that Christ was, in some sense, distinct from God and 
inferior to him? Is not this view of the case as essential to 
their doctrine, as it is to his? Nor is there the least inconsis- 
tency (that he can show, or any one else) in supposing that 
Christ is, in some sense, inferior to God, and distinct from him, 
and in some other sense, equal to God, and one with him. 

Mr. Norton does not pretend, in many instances, to be at all 
confident as to what the proof texis of ‘Trinitarians do mean, 
but he affirms repeatedly, and with the greatest confidence, that 
they do not and cannot teach the ‘Trinity. Having first proved, 
as he thinks, that the doctrine of the Trinity is absurd, he 
lays it down, as « fundamental prineiple, that the Scriptures, or 
at least that portion of them (whatever it may be) which he 
regards as of Divine authority, cannot teach that doctrine. 
Whatever else they may teach, and whether we can be satisfied 
or not as to what they do teach, we may be sure that the Trin- 
ity is not there. “If Christ and his Apostles communicated 
a revelation from God, these doctrines” (the Trinity and Divin- 
ity of Christ) “could make no part of it ; for a revelation 
Jrom God cannot teach absurdities.” “It is a thing im 
possible, and not to be imagined.” pp. 22,119. In view of 
principles such as these, our ‘Trinitarian friends will be at no 
loss to conjecture what kind of treatment their proof texts have 
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received from the hands of Mr. Norton. He admits that par- 
ticular passages seem to teach the doctrine of the ‘Trinity ; the 
“words will bear a Trinitarian sense ;” but then this cannot 
be the sense ; for the doctrine of the ‘Trinity is absurd, and 
nothing which God has revealed can teach an absurdity. In- 
stead of going to the Bible without bias or prejudice, to de- 
termine what its meaning is, Mr. Norton establishes, @ priori, 
what it does not mean ; and then sets himself to make the best 
of the language which his learning and ingenuity can devise. 
Some passages he rejects, without hesitation, as not belonging 
to the sacred text. Others have been interpolated and corrupt- 
ed. Not a few have been very improperly translated. A great 
number of passages, referring to various important subjects, are 
represented as figurative. ‘lhe word Logos is used figuratively 
to represent “the attributes of God.” ‘The Holy Sprit is a 
figurative expression, setting forth the same idea. ‘The passa- 
ges commonly relied on to prove the doctrines of atonement and 
regeneration are all figurative. “ Christ speaks of the ministry 
of angels figuratively, to denote some manifestation of the pow- 
er of Gud.” ‘The resurrection of the dead is figurative. And 
the coming of Christ to judgment “is a scenical representa- 
tion” teaching us “ that our happiness or misery is to be deter- 
mined by ourselves.” 

Where no expedient will answer the purpose better, the 
Apostles are declared to have been ignorant and mistaken. 
John was an “unskilful writer,” who “adopted a popular 
error of his countrymen respecting the existence and power of 
a being, the supposed author of evil.” He “preserved essen- 
tially the thoughts uttered by his Master,” but “ conformed 
the language more or less to his own modes of expression ;” 
so that we cannot confide implicitly in John as a reporter either 
of the thoughts or the words of the Saviour. “ Supposing that 
Thomas had believed and assented that his Master was God 
himself ;” “there would be little reason for relying upon his 
opinion, as infallible.” 

Mr. Norton, when it suits his convenience, can become a 
strenuous asserter of the doctrine of God’s eternal purposes, or 
decrees. 

* Facts connected with the introduction of Christianity were spoken of 
by Christ and his Apostles,—according to the verbal meaning of their lan- 
guage,—as having taken place before the world was; the purpose being to 
express in the most forcible manner, that their existence was to be referred 
immediately to God, and had from eternity been predetermined by him 


What they meant to represent God as having foreordained, they described 
as actually existing.” 
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The object of this is to establish a principle on which to ex- 
plain away the pre-existence of Christ—a doctrine which Mr, 
Norton utterly rejects, affirming that our Saviour had no exist- 
ence previous to his appearing on earth. “He pre-existed only 
in the purpose of God. In other words, it was fixed, in the 
eternal purpose of God, that at the appointed time Jesus should 
be born, and should accomplish his ministry in the world, 
And with due deference we would inquire, whether it was not 
fixed, in the eternal purpose of God, when every human being 
should be born; and whether, on this ground, Samuel or David 
might not have said of themselves, with equal proprie ty as the 
Lord Jesus ¢ hrist, that they “came forth from God,” “came 
down from heaven,” existed “before Abraham,” and Hi 
“a glory with the Father before the world was.” 

Mr. Norton affirms that “there is nothing in the nature of 
prayer which renders it improper to be addressed to a being in 


ferior to God.” Accordingly he admits that Stephen prayed to 
Christ in his last moments; and that Paul prayed to Christ 
that the thorn in his flesh might be removed. p. 160. And 


yet, with marvellous consistency, he affirms “that the first 
Christians did not offer prayers to Christ,” and that such prayer 
is forbidden to us.* 

But we cannot dwell on Mr. Norton’s interpretations; and 
for the reason above assigned, this is wholly unnecessary. Per- 
sons must admit the Divine authority of the Bible, and the 
whole Bible, before they can expect Christians to enter into any 
discussion with them as to the meaning of particular expres- 
sions of the sacred writings. rom what has been said, how- 
ever, our readers will have no difficulty in forming a judgment 
as to the character and tendency of \ir. Norton’s exegetical la- 
bors. ‘They are all aimed, not to exalt the Scriptures, but to 
sink them; not so much to show what they do mean, as whot 
they do not mean ; not to open them, and bring forth heavenly 
riches from the fulness of their treasures, but to explain them 
away. Figure is added to figure, and every artifice seems to 
have been resorted to, which ingenuity could invent, to root out 
certain hated doctrines from the Bible, and bring it down, al- 
most or altogether, to the standard of the religion of nature. 


* To show that Christians are forbidden to pray to Christ, Mr. Norton refers to 
John xvi. 23, “In that day, ye shall ask me nothing ; verily, verily, 1 say unto yon, 
whatsoever ye shall ask the Futherin my name, he will give it you.” But our 
learned author ought to have known that there are two Greek words here rendered 
ask; the first of which (€gutae) prope ad means to ask questions, and the latter 


(avrew) to ask for a favor. Accordingly, Campbell renders the verse thus, “ In that 


day, ye shall put no questions to me ; verily, verily, | say unto you, whatsoever ye shall 
the Father,” &c. 
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Accordingly, the creed of Unitarians, as set forth by Mr. Nor- 
ton, is one to which most of the old English Deists would have 
subscribed, without the least hesitation, and without abating 
one iota of their Deism. 

“ Christianity, we believe, has taught men to know God, and has revealed 
him as the Father of his creatures. It has made known his infinite perfec- 
tions, his providence, and his moral government. It has directed us to look 
up to Him as the Being, on whom we and all things are entirely dependent, 
and to look up to Him with perfect confidence and love.” 

And does not the religion of nature teach the existence and 
perfections of God, the dependence of creatures upon him, and 
their obligations to love him? 

“jt (Christianity) has made known to us that we are to live forever; it has 
brought life and immortality to light. Man was a creature of this earth, and 
it has raised him to a far nobler rank, and taught him to regard himself as an 
immortal being, the child of God. It calls the sinner to reformation and 
hope. It affords to virtue the highest possible sanctions. It gives to sorrow 
its best, and often its only consolation.’ 

And does not the religion of nature teach the immortality of 
the soul—less authoritively, indeed, than revelation, but yet sat- 
isfactorily ? And does not this furnish motives in favor of ref- 
ormation, and reasons for submission and acquiescence under 
sufferings ? 

“Jt (Christianity) presents us, in the life of our great Master, with an 
example of that moral perfection which is to be the constant object of our 
exertions.” 

Infidels generally have professed to believe that there was 
such a person as Jesus of Nazareth, and to approve of his ex- 
ample. ‘l'his did Morgan, and Chubb, and Bolingbroke, and 
Rousseau. 

“Tt (Christianity) has established the truths which it teaches, upon evi- 
dence the most satisfactory. It is a most glorious display of the benevo- 
lence of the Deity, and of his care for the beings of this earth. It has lifted 
the veil which separated God from his creatures, and this life from eter- 
nity.” 

And according to the view here given of Christianity, the 
religion of nature establishes much the same truths, and is 
scarcely an inferior display of the benevolence of the Deity. 

So much for the “wondrous things” which Unitarians pro- 
fess to discover in the word of God. No wonder they dis- 
credit the assertion, that “the angels desire to look” into such 
things as these.* Perhaps they think, also, that these things 
looked larger than the reality to the Apostle Paul, on account 
of his seeing them through a mist, when he spake of them as 


* Angels, it will be recollected, are mere figurative existences, 


*56 
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“the great mystery of godliness,” and exclaimed in view of 
them, “O the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and 
knowledge of God! How unsearchable are his judgments, 
and his ways past finding out !” 

Having favored the world with the above epitome of Unita- 
rian belief, Mr. Norton adds,— 


“This religion of joy and consolation will, it is contended, lose its value, 
unless it announce to us, that we are created under the wrath of God; that 
it is impossible for us to will, unless our moral natures be created anew ; and 
that this is a favor denied to far the greater part of men, who are required to 
perform what he has made it morally impossible they should perform, with 
the most unrelenting rigor, and under penalty of the most terrible and ever- 
lasting torments.” 


We should like to inquire of Mr. Norton, whether he ever 
saw or heard an individual “contending’’ for doctrines such as 
these :—whether he supposes there is an Orthodox minister in 
New England who would contend for theinn;—and whether, as 
he assures us, he actually wrote this miserable caricature of the 
religious sentiments of his neighbors, “as it were on the tomb- 
stones of these who were most dear to him.” and “ with feelings 
of the character, purposes, and duties of life, which his own 
death-bed will not strengthen.” One might think it enough for 
him to write books to refute the Trinity—a doctrine which he 
affirms no man ever did or can believe—without undertaking 
to refute other doctrines which none perhaps in the world, cer- 
tainly none in this vicinity, do believe. 

We have intimated already, that Mr. Norton is not satisfied 
to receive all our sacred books as of canonical authority. It 
may be gratifying to our readers to know what portion of them 
is rejec ted. 

In the first place, the Epistle to the Hebrews is rejected, as 
not being the production of Paul, and consequently as not “a 
canonical book, in whatever sense that word may be used.”* 
Christians have long loved and studied the Epistle to the He- 
brews, and regarded it as a precious portion of the word of God. 
But it seems they have been mistaken. ‘They have been im- 
posed upon. The Epistle to the Hebrews, it is at length dis- 
covered, is no part of the Bible, and ought never to have been 
included in the sacred volume. 

The second Epistle of Peter is also rejected, as not being the 
production of the Apostle whose name it bears. But if this 
Epistle was not written by Peter, it certainly was written by a 
gross deceiver, a wilful falsifier. For the writer declares him- 
self to be “Simon Peter, a servant and an Apostle of Jesus 


* See Christian Examiner, vol. vi. p. 343. 
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Christ ;” and speaks of having been personally with Christ in 
the mount of transfiguration, “‘when there came such a voice 
to him from the excellent glory. ‘his is my beloved Son, in 
whom I am well pleased,” chap. i. 17. There is no alterna- 
tive, therefore, but either to regard this Epistle as the production 
of Peter, or to reject it, not merely as uncanonical, but as the 
production of a vile deceiver. 

Our author furthermore discards the Apocalypse, as not being 
the work of the Apostle John. He speaks of “the imperfec 
tions of its language,” and “regards it as the production of 
some early Jewish Christian whose imagination was highly ex- 
cited by the expected coming of Christ.”—If those who “ take 
away” aught from this mysterious and awful book, shall have 
“their part taken away out of the book of life, and out of the 
holy city ;” then what must be the portion of him who does not 
hesitate to reject it al/—putting it on a level with the Visions of 
Hermas, or the dreams of John Bunyan! 

Our readers will perceive, from what is here said, that the 
work of expurgating the Bible has been commenced, in sober 
earnest, at the fountain head of Unitarian influence. How 
much further it is to proceed, time only can disclese. We think 
it of little importance, however, so far as the authority of Scrip- 
ture is concerned, how far it does proceed. ‘There is manifestly 
no great difference, in the mind of Mr. Norton, between books 
canonical and uncanonical; since in the canonicai books, those 
written by the Apostles and Evangelists, there are frequent 
mistakes and errors, and these books have need to be corrected, 
in many things, by the superior light of Unitarian Expositors. 

The object of Mr. Norton’s Appendix is to expose some of 
the mistakes of the Apostles, and to assign reasons why they 
were not more fully instructed by their great Master. The first 
he mentions is the belief, which he supposes they all entertain- 
ed, that Christ would shortly appear to judgment. “ They all 
appear to have expected his persona! and visible return to earth, 
as an event not distant, and to have believed that he would 
come to execute judgment, to reward his faithful followers, to 
punish the disobedient, and to destroy his foes.” p. 310. 

In regard to this subject, we would remark, in the first place, 
that if the Apostles were mistaken respecting the coming of 
Christ, and have recorded their mistakes in the Bible, then the 
Spirit was not given them, agreeably to promise, to “ guide 
them into all truth” (John xvi. 13 ;) and the words which they 
spake were not, as the Apostle Paul avers, the teachings of the 
Holy Ghost, 1 Cor. ii. 13. If they were mistaken in this mat- 
ter, and have recorded their mistake in the Bible; then who can 
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tell how many other mistakes are recorded in the Bible? And 
if this blessed book must be subjected to our revision and cor- 
rection; then what is to be the ultimate standard,—our reason, 
or the word of God? . 

But we observe, in the second place, there is no evidence that 
the Apostles expected a speedy return of their Master to judge 
the world. Indeed, there is satisfactory evidence to the con- 
trary. ‘To be sure, they used expressions, which imported that 
Christ was to come quickly, that the day of the Lord was at 
hand, &c., much as ministers do at the present day; but it is 
evident that they used this language in a comparative sense, 
believing that “one day is with the Lord as a thousand years,” 
and that all time is as nothing compared with eternity. The 
Apostle Paul seems to have written his second Epistle to 
the Thessalonians, for the express purpose of instructing his 
Christian brethren there, in regard to this important subject. 
_ We beseech you, brethren, by the coming of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and by our gathering together unto him, ¢hat ye be not 
soon shaken in mind, or be troubled, neither by spirit, nor 
by word, nor by letter as fromus, as that the day of Christ is 
at hand. Let no man deceive you by any means ; for that 
day shall not come, except there come a falling away first, 
and that man of sin be revealed, the son of perdition. Re- 
member ye not that when Iwas yet with you, I told you 
these things,” chap. ii. 1—5. We know not how any person 
can read this whole passage, and maintain, as Mr. Norton does, 
that Paul lived in expectation of the near approach of that day, 
which he here expressly refers to as not at hand—as to be pre- 
ceded by great changes in the church and world—as appointed 
to be ushered in at some distant but unknown period. 

But Mr. Norton does not believe that Christ will ever come to 
judgement, or that he gave any intimations of such an event. 
“He did not predict his visible return to earth to be the Judge of 
men. ‘There is nothing in his words which requires or justifies 
such an interpretation of them.” p. 328. We shall not trifle 
with the understandings of our readers, by referring to passages 
in which Christ did predict his return to judgment. If Mr. 
Norton cannot find such passages, there are thousands of chil- 
dren in our Sabbath Schools who can. If our Lord is never to 
come in the clouds of heaven to judge the world, and if he 
never intended to come in this way; it is not enough to say 
that he forbore to correct the errors of his disciples in regard to 
this matter ;—he directly led them into error. He used 
language which he must have known would excite expecta- 
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tions, which, on this supposition, he never intended should be 
realized. 

Another of the alleged mistakes of the Apostles is thus in- 
troduced by Mr. Norton : 

“The Jews had adopted what is called the allegorical mode of interpret- 
ing their sacred books; and had found many supposed predictions and types 
of their expected Messiah in factitious senses which they ascribed to partic- 
ular passages. This mode of interpretation was adopted by some of the 
Apostles. We find examples of it as used by them in the Gospels of both 
Matthew and John, and in the Acts of the Apostles. One is surprised, per 
haps, that this mistake was not corrected by Christ. Nothing may seem 
more simple, than that he should have indicated, that this whole system of 
interpretation, and this method of proof, so far as the supposed prophecies 
were applied to himself, were erroneous.” 


predictions of the Old Testament as referring to Christ; or if 
so, what these predictions are.* Indeed, it is manifestly impos- 
sible, on his principles, for any person now to lay his hand on 
a particular passage in the writings of the prophets, and say, 
This refers to Christ ; for if the inspired Apostles and Evan 

gelists were in ignorance on the subject, and fell into frequent 
mistakes, who, at this distant day, can pretend to be better in- 
formed ? 

When the risen Saviour walked with the two disciples to 
Emmaus, and saw their despondency, and heard their com- 
plaints, he said, “ O fools, and slow of heart to believe all that 
the prophets have spoken! Ought not Christ to have suffer- 
ed these things, and to enter into his glory? And beginning at 
Moses, and all the prophets, he expounded unto them, tn all 
the Scriptures, the things concerning himself.” Shortly af- 
ter this, standing in the midst of his disciples, he said, “'These 
are the words which I spake unto you, while I was yet with 
you, that all things must be fulfilled, which were written in 
the law of Moses, and in the prophets, and in the Psalms, 
concerning me. Then opened he their understanding, that 
they might understand the Scriptures, and said unto them, 
Thus it is written, and thus it behoved Christ to suffer, and 
to rise from the dead the third day.” Luke xxiv. 25—46. Our 
Lord here informed the disciples, in person, concerning the 
Scriptures which related to himself; and opened their under- 
standings, that they might understand the Scriptures. But it 
seems, after all, that they did not understand them; and the 
knowledge which they acquired they soon lost. For Mr. Nor- 
ton will have it, that they adopted the fanciful interpretations of 


Mr. Norton does not inform us whether he regards any of the 


* Respecting the celebrated passage in Is. ix. 6, ‘‘ Unto us a child is born, unto us a 
son is given,” &c. Mr. N. says, “ There is no evidence that it relates to Christ.” 
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the Jews, and fell into frequent and great mistakes in regard to 
this important subject. 

On a certain occasion our Lord directed the Jews (and may 
be understood as directing us) to “search the Scriptures; for in 
them ye think ye have eternal life; and éhey are they which 
testify of me.” “Wad ye believed Moses, ye would have be- 
lieved me; for he wrote of me.” John v. 39, 46. Our Lord 
here expressly speaks of the Scriptures of the Old Testament 
as bearing testimony to himself. But to what part of these 
Scriptures does he refer? What passages did he wish those 
whom he addressed to consult? The Jews, according to Mr. 
Norton, did not know; and the disciples, with all their advan- 
tages, did not know ; and how shall we know? How shall 
any person, not excepting our learned author himself, acquire, 
at the present day, this important knowledge ? 

Still another mistake of the inspired Apostles is introduced in 
the following manner: 

“In the time of Christ, and fora long period before, the doctrine of de- 
moniacal possession prevailed among the Jews, and many diseases were as- 
cribed to this cause. Our Saviour never taught that this was a false doc- 
trine. He occasionally used language conformed to the conceptions of those 
who believed it to be true. Why was he silent on this subject? Why did 
he leave some, if not all his Apostles, in error concerning it, as appears from 
the common belief being expressed in the first three Gospels, though not in 
that of St. John?” 

If the doctrine of evil spirits is an error, it surely is not 
enough to say of Christ that he left his disciples in the belief of 
it. He directly led them into this belief. Or, ifthey entertain- 
ed it previous to their acquaintance with him, his teachings all 
went to confirm them in it. He taucht the existence and agen- 
cy of failen spirits as fully and plainly as he ever taught any 
thing. He taught it before the multitude. He taught it to his 
disciples in private. The doctrine is so interwoven with the in- 
structions, the history, and sufferings of our blessed Lord, that 
it can never be rooted out. 

If the doctrine of evil spirits isan error, there is just as much 
evidence that Christ was in the error, as that his disciples were ; 
—-or if he was not, he continually countenanced and taught 
what he knew to be untrue. It is impossible to clear the char- 
acter of the Saviour, and exhibit him as a competent and faith- 
ful teacher, on the theory adopted by Mr. Norton, and by Uni- 
tarians generally. Accordingly, not a few leading Unitarians 
have expressed doubts as to the entire perfection of our Lord’s 
character. One charges him with “ inconsistency,” an ac- 
count of his exclamation on the cross, “ My, God, my God, 
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why hast thou forsaken me?’* And another represents it as 
the belief of all Unitarians, that “Jesus of Nazareth was a 
man, constitited in all respects like other men, subject to the 
same infirmities, the same ignorance, prejudices and frail- 
ties ;” and that when “ he, or his apostles, delivered opinions up- 
on subjects unconnected with the object of their mission, such 
opinions, and their reasonings upon them, are to be received 
with the same attention and caution, with those of other per- 
sons, in similar circumstances, of similar education, and with 
similar habits of thinking.’”’t 

But we cannot distress our readers or ourselves, by pursuing 
this subject any further. As to our Lord’s character, the 
Scriptures have expressly decided: “ He did no sin, neither 
was guile found in his mouth.” And as to the Apostles, it is 
enough for us to know, that they had the promise of the Spirit 
to “guide them into all truth”—to “teach them all things, 
and bring a/l things to their remembrance,” whatsoever their 
Divine Master had said unto them ; and they uniformly insist 
ed that this promise to them had been fulfilled. “I certify 
you,” says Paul, “that the gospel which was preached of me 
is Not after man ; for J neither received it of men, neither 
was I taught it, but by the revelation of Jesus Christ.” 
Gal. i. 11,12. “ Which things we speak, not in the words 
which man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost 
teacheth.” 1 Cor. ii. 13. “The things that I write unto you 
are the commandments of the Lord.” 1 Cor. xiv. 37. Such 
were the promises made to the Apostles, and such the claims 
which they put forth. And now for a man, calling himself a 
Christian, and professing extraordinary zeal for the purity of the 
Christian faith, to be talking about mistakes in the writings of 
these inspired Apostles—to pretend to know more than they 
to arraign them at the bar of his unaided reasoii—and to sit in 
judgement on what he is pleased to call their errors ;—we 
hardly know in what terms to speak of such irreverence and 
inconsistency. On this ground, what standard of doctrine, of 
truth, of Christianity is there left tous? We know not when 
to-believe the Apostles, and when not; and as we have no ac- 
count of the sayings and doings of Christ, but from their testi- 
mony, we are altogether in doubt, and have nothing on which 
with confidence to rely, respecting the history of his life and 
death. We are afloat together on an ocean of uncertainty, 
knowing neither the course we are steering, nor the shore we 





* Monthly Repository, Aug. 1819. p. 475. 
t Belsham’s Calm Inquiry, pp. 447, 451. 
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are approaching—having nothing to guide us, and no prospect 
of ever arriving at the haven of peace. 

It is an honor to the doctrine of the Trinity, that its opposers 
cannot destroy it out of the Bible, without destroying the Bible 
with it. Repeated experiments have proved that both must 
stand or fall together. Persons may indeed speculate in oppo- 
sition to the Trinity, and think to explain away one passage 
after another, and call themselves Unitarians, and yet cling to 
the Bible ; but let them grapple with the subject as Mr. Norton 
has done, and carry the war into the heart of the Book of God, 
and carry out principles with unflinching pertinacity, whatever 
inspired Apostles may say to the contrary,—and they will find, 
ere they are aware perhaps, that they have little Bible left. 
And what they have is rendered ‘comparatively worthless, its 
standard authority being gone, and nothing remaining to certify 
or sanction it, but the concurring judgment of men. 

We love the doctrine of the Trinity. We feel that we need 
just such a doctrine, and need each of the Divine personages 
which it brings into view. We need our heavenly Father, to 
watch over us and provide for us, on whose protection to rely, 
and in whose favor to trust. We need our Divine Redeemer,— 
his teaching, his example, his merits, his biood and his _preva- 
lent intercession at the right hand of the Majesty on High. 
We need tlie Holy Spirit, to be our Sanctifier and Comforter, 
to subdue our sins, and prepare us for heaven. We feel that 
we cannot part with either of these persons in the holy ‘Trinity, 
and we rejoice that we may not part with them ;—that the evi- 
dence of their existence is so full and complete, that while the 
Bible remains to us, it can never be destroyed. 

And that the Bible, and the whole Bible, will remain, to 
cheer and bless the world with its light and influence, we can- 
not doubt. It has sustained, without injury, many a rude as 
sault ; and it is able, if called to it, to sustain many more. 
Infidels, the open and the disguised, may oppose it in their 
hearts, and soil it with their hands—may reject it in the gross, or 
attempt to tear it piecemeal ; but they cannot detract from its 
integrity or its glory. Its influence at this moment is rapidly 
and widely extending ; it is being translated into all languages, 
and is travelling into every land; and its enemies may as well 
think to tear the sun from its centre, or pluck down the stars, 
as to put out the light of heavenly truth, beaming from the 
pure pages of rue Worp or Gop. 
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LETTER TO THE CONDUCTORS OF THE CHRISTIAN 
EXAMINER. 


GexTLEMEN, 


[ rejoice at the opportunity, which your article on my “ Vitu- 
perations” affords me, to call your own attention, and that of the 
public, to a connected view of the injuries you have committed 
against the cause and kingdom of Jesus Christ. Probably you 
are not yourselves aware, to what an extent you have proceed- 
ed, nor what is the precise nature of the impression left upon 
the mind of a believer, by the consecutive review of your own 
course and system. It is one of your characteristics that you ad- 
vance at random, without seeming to know what yourselves are 
aiming at, other than a complete emancipation from the system of 
religion preached by the Apostles. Nor do we need more power- 
ful proof of the destructive tendency of your system, than is to be 
found in the pages of your own periodical, and in the writings of 
Dr. Channing. I may, however, have oceasioa to refer to other 
authors. 

Let us now, together, take a calm, plain, and solemn survey of 
your course. And [| entreat you not to do me the injustice to set 
down the severity with which | may have occasion to speak; to 
the score of bitterness or angry feeling. I know the wickedness 
of such a temper; equally liable to 1i with yourselves, I earnestly 
desire to avoid it, and pray to be preserved from it. Yet it may 
be very far from duty, in such a case as this, to avoid severity ; 
and when we have looked at your system, in some of its develop- 
ments, Ido believe our readers will acknowledge, that were | 
otherwise than severe, [ should be otherwise than just. Nor is 
severity inconsistent with meekness. 

Such an injurious device of the great adversary of souls, to ac- 
complish his object, as is found in your system, ought, indeed, 
whenever it is contemplated, to excite feelings, both of pity and of 
indignation, in every pious heart. Itjis a system, which sets aside 
a Saviour, and boldly proclaims, that the religion hitherto revealed, 
is only an imperfect form of Christianity, suited to the circumstan- 
ces of an unenlightened age, and requiring constant improvements 
to be adapted to the growing perfectibility of man’s character. 
It is a system, which seeks to allure men away from the clear, 
definite licht, and truth, and oblic¢ations of revelation, and leave 
them wandering amidst the uncertainties of the religion of nature. 
It is a system, as shifting as the sands, having no stabilitv, no 
permanent creed, no grounds of certainty, nothing fixed but a 
mortal aversion to the evangelical scheme. It is a system, from 
beginning to end, designed, such as Hall said the infidels, whom 
he found rejoicing at the progress of Unitarianism, undoubtedly 
considered it, “as a natural opening, throuch which men may es- 
VOL. VI.—NO. XII, 57 
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cape from the restraints of revealed religion ;’ designed, while pre- 
serving something of the form of godliness, to abolish its power, 
and destroy its regenerating spirituality. It is a system, which 
aims at removing the distinction between the converted and the 
unconverted, and would break down all the barriers, by which the 
institutions and ordinances of our Lord are now kept from being 
profaned by those, who “have not the Spirit of God.” it isa 
system, in which sin is made but a very little evil, and the ques- 
tion, whether it will be punished at all in the eternal world, one 
of extreme doubt. It is a system, indeed, in which doubt and 
darkness are thrown over every subject involving the eternal des. 
tiny of man, and therefore over the whole Bible. 

We do not deny that there are varying shades in your unbelief, 
from the highest and most serious sentimentality, down to absolute 
infidelity and deism. We only know the unequalled deceitfulness 
of your system. Whenever you fear an exposure, or some of your 
number have been betrayed into too open an exhibition of the fea- 
tures of infidelity, it is easy for you to retreat. behind orthodox 
Scripture phrases, and put on an evangelical garb. If it were 
possible, you would be glad to rest undisturbed in the assertion 
that you receive the Gospel, while every particular portion of it, 
in succession, you reject. You would be believers in general, un- 
believers in particular. You would be glad if you might never 
hear a definite doctrine of the Gospel named. But the common 
reason of all mankind declares that there are definite doctrines, 
and you are compelled to meet thein, and to cope with them at 
every step. Though im fact rejecting them, and wishing you 
could be fairly and completely rid of them, so that they might no 
more be thrown in your way, (for indeed they are perplexing to 
you) you will therefore conceal your repugnancy, and sometimes, 
instead of openly denouncing them, you will artfully state what 
you call your views of them. In reg rd to the doctrines of Atone- 
ment and Regeneration, for instance, while in reality you leave 
your adherents as far as ever from the conviction of their necessity 
and experience of their power, you contrive to insinuate, that you 
do not wholly reject these grand tenets of the Bible, and to pro- 
vide ground on which you may, with some shade of plausibility, 
accuse us of misrepresentation, when we declare that Unitarian- 
ism does, in fact, reject them utterly and contemptuously. That 
it does, we prove to you from your own authors; and it is all in 
vain for you to attempt, by one or two bare affirmations of belief, to 
resist the tide of proof that sets against you in the whole tenor of 
Unitarian Sermons and Periodicals, and in the declarations, almost 
without number, uttered when not particularly on your guard. 
Your distinct and deliberate denial of the distinguishing doc- 
trines of the Gospel, many times and in many ways repeated, we 
assert, and with perfect justice, is, in fact, infidelity, and nothing 
else. Nor can it be denied, that whatever important principles 
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there are in God’s word, over and above those of natural religion, 
you do either completely reject, or render, by your sophistical ex- 
planations, entirely inefficacious. Your whole system is a mere 
republication of natural religion, with just one article added, the 
divine mission of Jesus. 

Now it seems so absurd to pretend, that in the Bible, a book 
said to be “ the power of God unto salvation,” the only truth we 
can discover, over and above natural religion, or dare put in defi- 
nite language to insist upon, as an article of belief, is that Jesus 
Christ was divinely commissioned, that the very statement of the 
proposition renders a serious refutation of it unnecessary. That 
this is the only definite point of belief, which can properly be re- 
quired, for an admission of Christian character, and the only defi- 
nite article, by which the kingdom of Satan is to be overthrown, 
and God’s rebellious subjects brought back to their allegiance, 
demands a credulity, that, though we have the humblest and 
deepest veneration forthe true and glorious mysteries of Godliness, 
we are not prepared to exercise. Before we proceed any further, 
let me call your attention earnestly to some considerations on this 
point. I do assert, and you cannot deny it, that the power of the 
Bible lies in certain definite, essential doctrines; that these doc- 
trines can be ascertained ; that they are of vital importance; that 
without the belief of them, the soul cannot be saved; that they are 
intimately connected with each other; that the rejection of any 
one of them, is dangerous, involving the rejection of them all; 
and that, in order to salvation, they must not enly be believed, but 
that the full, unhesitating reception of them all, is essential toa 
happy, harmonious, useful, and self-denying Christian character; 
essential to the growth and development of any of the true Chris- 
tian graces. Let us attend to some of these points. 

The power of the Bible lies in certain definite, essential doc- 
trines. That the Bible is a powerful book, none will deny; 
and its power must inhere in something definite; it could have no 
power were this not the case, for, every thing indefinite is power- 
less; the power of the Bible inheres, therefore, in the important, 
definite truths, which the Bible contains, and is great in propor- 
tion to the definiteness and energy with which these truths ure 
presented. 

These doctrines are of vital importance. If the Bible be a 
powerful book, the power of God unto salvation, then, the definite 
truths which the Bible exhibits, and in which its power consists, 
are essentially important,—cannot be given up, without, in effect, 
g'ving upthe Bible. These truths, as in every case where a book 
is powerful, are grea., Jutstanding, definite principles. The power 
of the Bible does not consist in a multitude and succession of 
little truths, unimportant in themselves, and important only in their 
accumulation. No book ever had power in this manner. Nei- 
ther Rutlers Analogy, nor Burke's Reflections, nor Edwards on 
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the Will, nor the Pilgrim’s Progress, are powerful in this way, 
but in the development and pursuit of great and powerful princi- 
ples. And so it is with the Bible, only in an infinitely higher 
degree. Its power lies in a few grand and comprehensive doc- 
trines, embracing in themselves the great principles of God’s gov- 
ernment. Consequently, and undeniably, these doctrines are of 
vital importance. 

Again. These doctrines can be precisely ascertained. Here is 
a great point. There are those who pretend to be full of charity 
for errorists, because, forsooth, according to their ideas, it is so diffi- 
Cult to discover what is truth. Now the Bible certainly teaches 
something—something definite. It is one of the greatest ubsurdi- 
ties ever uttcred, to suppose a revelation given from God to man, 
and for man’s own benefit, and yet to pretend that we cannot dis- 
cover definitely what it does teach. If the Bible be not the most 
absurd book in the world, we certainly can discover what truths it 
contains. If the Bible be a book of power, we certainly can dis- 
cover definitely in what its power lies. It is want of common 
sense to suppose otherwise. Who ever heard of a book of any 
kind, that possessed power over the mind, which was destitute of 
known truths powerfully presented? Who ever heard of a book, 
powerful in its influence, and yet it could not be ascertained pre- 
cisely what truths it contained? Amon: the instances referred to 
above, take Butler's Analogy, a powerful book, and you can at 
once analyze the elements of its power; you know they consist in 
certain definite propositions, clearly ascertained, plainly exhibited, 
powerfully reasoned on. That work would have no power, if men 
could not tell precisely what it means, what truths it contains. 
Take Burke's Reflections on the French Revolution. Would that 
book have had any power, if it had been so contrived, that men 
could not discover the meaning of its author—or so, that every ten 
men who read it might gather from it a different and opposite 
meaning? Take Doddridge’s Rise and Progress. Would that 
book have any power over the soul, if it had no definite, clear, 
energetic truths in it? Would it have power, if it were so con- 
structed, that Mahommedan, Pagan, and Christian, all might 
study it, and arrive at opposite conclusions, or remain in equal 
doubt as to the nature of its contents? Or Baxter's Saint’s Rest: 
would that book have any power, if it had no clear, definite, 
vividly presented truths; no truths that you could definitely and 
precisely ascertain? Would it have power, if every ten of the 
millions that have read it might justly learn in it, opposite and 
contradictory truths? The thing is a great absurdity. 

And yet there are men, who pretend that the Bible, the most 
powerful book in the world, is a book of such uncertainty, that it 
is actual bigotry to say that you have discovered the exact truths 
it contains. Yes! They wi!l actually cali men intolerant bigots, 
who affirm that they know that the Bible contains such and such 
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definite truths or doctrines, which are binding on all men to be- 
lieve. The Bible certainly contains some truths; and those who 
read the Bible, must believe those truths, or they do not believe the 
Bible; and if they do not discover those truths, (which never can 
happen, without voluntary blindness,) then the Bible to them has 
no power ; for its power lies in the truths thatit contains. If you 
blot out those truths, you blot out the glory of the Bible; and if 
you will not behold those truths, then you exclude yourself volun- 
tarily from their regenerating influence; and if you take them 
away, then there is no Bible left. The Deity of Christ; the 
atonement by his sufferings and death; the entire depravity of all 
mankind ; regeneration by the power of the Holy Ghost; a future 
state of endless retribution in happiness to the penitent, misery to 
the impenitent ;—these are truths xo definite, so glorious, so impor- 
tant, that if you take them away, you take away the soul of the 
Bible; you leave it no longer the word of God, quick and power- 
ful; it will shed neither glory nor power on the heart that will not 
behold and love these doctrines. You might as well expect the 
milky way in the heavens to shed its brightness, when you have 
swept from the sky those beautiful clusters of stars, whose united 
light irradiates a path across the firmament. 

I said—*if they do not discover those truths.” But they 
do discover them. They cannot read the Bible without discover- 
ing them, any more than one could read aloud the pages of a book 
without pronouncing its words; any more than one could travel 
through a magnificent city and not behold its streets and palaces; 
any more than one could look at the rainbow without sceing its 
colors, or at the sun without beholding its light. 

Again. These doctrines are of such importance, that without 
their acceptance and belief the soul cannot possibly be saved, — It 
is only by the power of the Holy Ghost, in the instrumentality of 
these doctrines, set home upon the heart and conscience, that the 
soul is converted to God. He therefore who disbelieves these doc- 
trines, renders it certain that he never has experienced their in- 
fluence, and makes it impossible, so long as his rejection of them 
continues, that he ever should experience it. ‘The deliberate re- 
jection of the doctrine of Regeneration is incompatible with the 
supposition that the man who does deliberately reject it can have 
experienced its power. It is impossible that any one who feels 
this holy change within him, and loves his Saviour for it, should 
deny that it is true. A blind man restored to sight might as soon 
doubt whether there be any such thing as human vision. Moreover, 
such is the character of this change, that, in the nature of things, 
he who rejects and denies it, cannot, as long as the denial continues, 
experience its power. So, likewise, the rejection of the doctrine of 
human depravity shows the man who rejects it unacquainted with 
the state of his own heart, unconvicted of guilt, unconscious of 
his lost condition, and proves that he has never resorted for healing 
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mercy to the great Physician of the soul. And not only so, but while 
he rejects this doctrine, he never will resort tohim. ‘The rejection of 
future endless punishment shows a heart insensible to the nature of 
sin and the holiness of God, and opposed to his character and 
government as revealed in the Scriptures. Nor will any one, who 
disbelieves in the wrath to come, ever be seen fleeing from that 
wrath. Likewise, also, the rejection of the Atonement proves the 
individual equally insensible to his guilt and danger, and opposed 
to God’s plan, and throws him beyond the pale of all those influ- 
ences, by which, in the preaching of Jesus Christ and him cruci- 
fied, God seeks to bring men to repentance. 

Thus, the whole Bible is a touchstone of the heart, and each 
doctrine, as it is presented, proves, in the manner of its reception, 
the state of the affections towards God. It is “ a discerner of the 
thoughts and intents of the heart.’ Without the love of the truth 
none can be saved. It is the preaching of these doctrines only that 
ever has moved, or ever can move the sou) back to its God. No 
man was ever converted without the reception of them, or ever can 
be. It is impossible in the nature of things. For, they grow out 
of the essential attributes and perfections of God, in connexion 
with the actual ruined condition of man. Consequently, no crea- 
ture can be converted without the belief of God's truth, any more 
than he can be converted without the love of God. He who does 
not believe these doctrines does not believe God; and he who does 
not believe God, does not, and, while unbelieving, cannot, love 
God. These doctrines, being the inevitable result of God's essen- 
tial perfections, no man can reject them, and turn from them with 
aversion, without demonstrating that his own heart is at enmity 
against God. 

And these doctrines are intimately connected with each other, 
being each an essential part of one grand scheme. The Divinity 
of Christ is the ground of his Atonement, and this again is insep- 
arably connected with the depravity of man, the necessity of re- 
generation, and the endless punishment of the wicked. To be 
consistent, he who denies one, must deny all. The rejection of 
the truth of man’s entire depravity is accompanied and followed 
by the rejection of the Atonement and Regeneration, as needless, 
and eternal punishment as unjust. The same inevitable conse- 
quence to the other doctrines follows from the rejection of eternal 
punishment. The whole scheme of salvation is a burlesque, if 
there be not 1n Eternal Hell, to which mankind are, without ex- 
ception, exposed. So it is, if mankind do not need to be regener- 
ated in order to be fitted for heaven. It is therefore not to be 
wondered at, that those who reject depravity and an eternal future 
retribution, should also reject the Atonement and the truth that all 
must be born again. Nor is it any marvel that the Atonement is 
a*doctrine disliked by unbelievers, since it exhibits a// the truths 
of the Gospel in the most powerful manner. 
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It is very manifest, as a consequence of their intimate connex- 
jon, that the rejection of any one of these truths is unspeakably 
dangerous, involving, in fact, the rejection of them all. ‘The 
Bible, in the truths it contains, is the remedy provided by a God 
of mercy for the miseries of a ruined world. Nor can one of these 
truths be rejected, without infinite danger to the soul. If a medi- 
cine be important, then the ingredients of which it is composed 
aie so; and if one of those ingredients be taken away, or neutral- 
ized, it alters the whole medicine, and renders it no longer adapted 
to the purposes for which it was prepared. ‘This is the case, in the 
most striking manner, with the truths of which the Gospel is com- 
posed. T'ake away one of them, and you have, in fact, taken 
away the sword of the Spirit. Take away the Atonement, and 
all the other truths remaining would have no power over the heart 
or conscience. ‘Take away Regeneration, and the Atonement, with 
all the other truths, would be ineffectual. Take away the belief 
of depravity, and your means of convinving the sinner of his guilt 
and ruin are gone, and the whole Gospel is lifeless. Take away 
the truth of eternal punishment, and you have nothing left to 
convince the sinner of danger; no reason, indeed, why any such 
thing as salvation is necessary. ‘Take away the deity of Jesus, 
and you take the Atonement, and the whole scheme of salva- 
tion, along with it. Dr. Priestley was consistent when he said 
that “Christ being only a man, his death could not in any 
proper sense atone for the sins of other men.” And the same is 
true, whatever hypothesis you assume, below the uncreated and 
eternal Divinity of the Saviour. 

All these doctrines in succession you do deliberately reject. In 
your Examiner for May, 1830, you declare explicitly as follows: 
“The Liberal and Unitarian system—is very serious in rejecting 
these irrational doctrines, which have so long been popular, and 
have so long assumed to themselves the titles of peculiar, essen- 
tial, orthodox, and evangelical. We take our Heaven-inspired 
reason, the gift and light of the Lord, and holding it up before the 
record of his word, we behold no such doctrines there, as those which 
have been called evangelical. We therefore renounce them as 
not Christian, as not rational, as not beneficial.” This is plain; 
you leave no room for mistake; and your rejection of each partic- 
ular doctrine of the Gospel in succession corresponds to this your 
general denial of them all. 

Your system, we repeat it, sets aside a Saviour. On your the- 
ory, Jesus Christ was no more the Saviour of mankind than Paul 
was. With a dreadful consistency, one of its adherents asks, 
“Why do we, Unitarians, not believing in the common notion con- 
cerning it, call Jesus Christ our Saviour? Our teacher, divinely 
inspired, he certainly was; but pors Nor Saviour IMPLY 
SOMETHING MORE? And is not our using the term as we do, jm- 
plying an acquiescence IN THE ABOMINABLE DOCTRINE OF A 
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SACRIFICE FOR OUR sINst”* This is truly and fearfully con- 
sistent. And why, we may ask, do you not magnify Paul 
and celebrate his death? “Was he not a man sent from God? 
Was he not divinely commissioned to teach the way of eter. 
nal life? Was he not a man of unequalled benevolence? Was 
not his life a record of sufferings for the good of his fellow- 
beings? Did he not die for his fellow-beings, a martyr to the 
truth and the cause of God? You pretend, sometimes, (and it is 
an affectation that inspires disgust) to speak of Jesus as “ that 
great and wonderful being ;’—on your theory, what one element 
of greatness do you find in him, entitling him to your adoring 
gratitude, which you cannot find in the chief of his apostles? If 
your pretended love to Christ for the excellence of his character 
be so “Aeart-breaking,” why, indeed, do not your hearts again break 
with their excess of gratitude and love at the exhibition of unwea- 
ried benevolence in the character of Paul? And with your theory, 
we solemnly ask, what could you do in the eternal world, with the 
song of Moses and the Lamb? None will ever sing it there, unless, 
with hearts renewed by the Holy Spirit, they first learn it here, 
But suppose, for a moment, that in all your denial of the Atone- 
ment, you were there. In the very ascriptions of praise to 
Him “ that hath redeemed us to God sy H1s BLOOD,” you would 
have to turn aside to the horror-stricken angels—and, for fear they 
should imagine you have embraced the truth contained in those 
expressions, interpose your cautious, chilling explanations, “ that 
ts, by Christianity,” or, “ by his doctrines and example! !” 

It cannot be gainsayed, that your system is not a whit better 
than the merest republication of natural religion. The articles of 
the Christianity of the New Testament, you discard. Rejecting 
the Atonement, and the endless punishment of the wicked, and the 
entire depravity of man, you cannot hold to Regeneration. You 
hold to improvement of character; but this isall, and may take 
place, on your theory, without the influences of the Divine Spirit, 
without a conviction of depravity, without an atoning Saviour. 
When you pretend to preach repentance, it is not regeneration by 
the Holy Ghost, but inferior and worthless, and, as the pretended 
adequate ground of acceptance with God, positive perdition to 
the soul. “Repentance and a good life,” said Dr. Priestley, ¢ “are, 
OF THEMSELVES, sufficient to recommend us to the divine favor.” 
The tone of all your writers is the same; and this one sentiment, 
if it be not relinquished, and its place supplied by a heart-felt trust 
in Jesus Christ and his merits, as the oNLY ground of hope, ex- 
cludes the sinner from heaven. And your preaching of the duty 
of love to God, being on an entirely different ground from that of 
the Bible, is equally injurious with your repentance. They are 
both “other foundation than that is laid.” The whole case 
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is like that of Judaism since Christianity. The Jews preach the 
love of God, and they hold to what you, in effect, reject, the inspira- 
tion of the Old Testament. Both you and they err fatally, in 
supposing, that though Christ has died, you can still continue to 
approach God, with or without a Mediator, just as it may please 
you, and without any application to “the blcod of Jesus Christ 
his Son, which cleanseth from all sin.’ Without this, all that is 
good in your system, all remnants even of natural religion, all re- 
gard to God, all external morality, are worthless, not being the 
morality of the Gospel. The best of it is set aside, and resolved 
into the manifest work of other principles than the influence of the 
Holy Spirit, by the fact that you reject those terms of approach 
to the mercy seat, which God has declared to you, are his chosen 
and only plan, and choose to come in your own way, and on your 
own terms. ‘This is not the work of the Holy Spirit. His work 
is, first to convince of sin, then to lead to the blood of a Saviour, 
and thus to bring the sinner back from his enmity to a reconcilia- 
tion with God in Christ. You choose to rely on your repentance 
and the mercy of God, with the declaration, that you cannot be- 
lieve that in order to your pardon, it was necessary that Christ 
should die; or that “ thus at behoved Christ to suffer.” 

Now this very declaration puts you and your repentance out of 
the pale of God’s mercy. This is sad andsolemntruth. Natural 
religion might have taught you the duty of repentance and love 
to God, and if you had nothing but natural religion, and acted 
completely up to its dictates that is, if you never; in any respect, 
transgressed the law of God, so far as it was made known to you, 
(which is what no man that ever lived, or will live, can say of him- 
self) it might have been well; but your natural religion is not the 
Christianity of the Gospel. If, under the light of the Gospel, the 
perishing sinner trusts in it, then it can result only in his condem- 
nation. You cannot be saved on the terms on which you think 
Socrates may be saved. Now that Christ has died, if you persist 
in your natural religion, it is fraught with ruin to the soul, and 
becomes melancholy proof that the heart is alienated from God. 
You set aside the death of Christ, and trust in your own system ; 
and however good you may be in other respects, this, of itself, 
shows that you are among the number of the unregenerate. Per- 
haps some will answer, that if none but your regenerated ones enter 
heaven, they themselves expect to be shut out; but they do not 
believe in conversion, and are very sure, that if a man lives up to 
the light he has, and does as he would wisb to be done by, God 
will never condemn him, because he could not believe in certain 
fanatical tenets. Such is the heedless, irreligious sentiment, 
which your system is too apt to inculcate, and with which, it is 
to be feared, multitudes are blindly rushing, in the rejection of a 
Saviour, into the presence of a holy God. 

We acknowledge that your system does not always appear as 
mere natural religion; though when you attempt to put it in the 
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form of a creed, you yourselves find (as in the recent work of 
Prof. Norton) that its result isin fact nothing more. Yet you 
sometimes give it a far nore evangelical appearance. 

There is perhaps no heresy that ever afflicted the church of 
Christ, that can so readily adopt the garments and semblance of 
an angel of light. It may come as winning as the breath of May, 
and beautiful as a Claude Lorrain landscape. It may put on the 
appearance of a belief in the Atonement, while it denies the whole 
doctrine, and preaches peace to the sinner in such a way that he 
would never be sent, convicted or wretched under a sense of his 
guilt, to apply to the soul’s only Physician. When, for instance, a 
Unitarian minister visits a sick patient, he may perhaps speak in 
the most winning, tender terms of Jesus Christ, and of corning to 
God by him, together with soothing expressions of the blessedness 
of trusting in him; and yet he may leave the soul of the sick 
man quieted and happy, without any sense of guilt, or any of the 
faith of the Gospel in a crucified Redeemer. And when the 
minister has departed, and you ask what he said to the sick, the 
answer perhaps will be—Oh if you could only have heard him! 
You don’t know how beautifully he talked! We do know how 
near a man may come to the true Gospel ground in this thing, 
and yet keep himself and his hearers ignorant of their own guilt, 
and ignorant of Christ, as an atoning Saviour for the guilty, 
perishing, broken-hearted sinner. 

The truth is, without an acknowledgment of utter depravity, 
there cannot be a true belief in the Atonement. Unless you make 
the sinner feel his guilt and acknowledge it, you will never induce 
him to fly to Christ for refuge, though you may easily quiet his 
fears, by speaking of .a Saviour’s readiness to pardon. In a sick 
chamber, much of the routine of Gospel language may be used, 
while yet, if you have left the soul untroubled with a sense of sin, 
if you have planted no arrow of conviction in the conscience, if 
your business has been to soothe the heart, instead of probing its 
moral depravity, you may have presented Jesus Christ and talked 
beautifully,—but you have lulled the dying unconverted being before 
you, to the apathy of spiritual death. There is a way of pre- 
senting, under pretence of the Atonement, error which 1s ruinous 
to the soul. Lead your patient to hope that God is too merciful to 
punish sin ; exhibit only his tenderness; or suggest the thought 
that the Atonement is such, that none ever will be lost; and you 
have, in all probability, with all your beautiful conversation, ensured 
the being before you an impenitent death, and a lost eternity. It 
is one reason why a sick chamber or a death-bed is so miserable a 
place and season for conversion, that in a time when, of all others, 
plainness and pungency to the conscience is most urgently de- 
manded, it is most fatally neglected. Tenderness and delicacy are 
deemed appropriate, instead of the language of warning and con- 
viction; and the conscience, that might otherwise have been 
roused, is most likely to be stupified, or deluded with a false hope. 
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The voice of a genuine Unitarian is peace, peace, when there is 
no peace. 

These remarks are peculiarly applicable in regurd to the indig- 
nation you profess to feel, at having Mr. Ware's book on the for- 
mation of Christian character specified as a volume of unequalled 
deceitfulness. It is easy in sucha volume to throw around the system 
which denies the Atonement a sentimental resemblance to the system 
which receives it. And if it be easy, even with the evangelical sys- 
tem, to be an almost Christian, Oh how much easier with that 
system of liberal deceit, which never reveals the depravity of the 
heart, nor shows to the impenitent soul the wrath of God abiding 
on it, nor the extent and spirituality of God’s holy law, nor the 
dreadful nature of sin, nor the necessity of application to the blood 
of Christ, nor the doctrine of regeneration; and yet adds to the 
kindest form of the religion of nature a coloring of sanctity imi- 
tative of all these truths! A better contrivance there could scarcely 
be, for the formation of an almost Christian, than the system of 
Unitarianism as developed in the artful volume of Mr. Ware. It 
will make a serious, amiable, correct character: perhaps it may 
induce to the maintenance of the habit of secret prayer; though 
this is doubtful: but alas! what multitudes it may delude into 
the belief that these things are religion. Now a book which goes 
s0 far as this does, and yet does not reveal the Lamb of God who 
taketh away the sin of the world, is of incalculable injury. It is 
in the form of an angel of light. Any thing spoken against it 
indicates to its admirers, in the mind of the speaker, an astonish- 
ing intensity of prejudice and bigotry. And the reason is, they 
are not acquainted with the nature of salvation by the cross, and 
forgiveness through the blood of Christ, and do not acknowledge 
the entire depravity of the heart. It is with the greatest justice 
that we condemn this book, not for what it is, but for what it is 
not: say rather, for what it is, in being what it is not; for in this 
case, the absence of what we require is positive destruction 
Where Christ, and him crucified, are not, there, unsubdued deprav- 
ity and certain ruin are. 

It requires all the power of the Atonement, even now, to bring 
the sinner to repentance. It is a work for Almighty grace alone, 
even with such an instrument as the mighty and humbling doc- 
trine of the cross. And can it be expected that such a book as 
this of Mr. Ware’s will be efficacious to this great end? Even 
Baxter's Call, and Doddridge’s Rise and Progress, with all their 
presentations of a Saviour, and all theirclear, plain, pungent ex- 
hibitions of divine truth, are resisted by the power of depravity in 
multitudes; and, compared with the number of the impenitent, 
only here and there a few are brought back to God by the instrumen- 
tality of those books. What then must be the weakness, the utter 
inefficiency, or rather the positive injurious efficacy, of a book life- 
less in doctrine, soothing in precept, and destitute of Christ, as 
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an atoning Saviour? It will conduct a serious Unitarian to com. 
plete satisfaction with himself and his system, and this is as destrue- 
tive a result as could well be arrived at; for without the instrumen- 
tality of higher and more pungent truth than is to be found in its 
pages, we believe its readers will be lulled to their ruin, 

We deeply and sadly feel that you are making the command- 
ment of God of none effect by your traditions, in setting up a 
standard of external amiableness and morality, in place of the 
Christian graces that are the only morality which the Bible recog- 
nizes, and that never spring but from the cordial reception, in the 
soul, of the doctrims which the Bible announces. Pagans are 
sometimes good external moralists; nor is mere moral living or 
preaching either the life or the preaching of the Gospel. If 
Christ and him crucified be left out of view, with the connected 
truths, then it is no better than heathenism. Plato would have 
preached as well; Seneca delivered sermons about as good; and 
as to the result in eternity, you yourselves declare it would be un- 
just to shut out men like Socrates, and your virtwous Deist Her- 
bert, from heaven. Your system tends to produce a frigid set of 
moralists, that have in fact the Paganism of the heathen Philos- 
ophers, without their intellectual power. 

‘The best sermons in the world, without the savor of the Gospel 
doctrines, are utterly inert as to the feelings, and tame even to the 
intellect. It is wonderful to see how the moment Christ crucified 
is rejected, that moment the production becomes intellectually as 
superficial and lifeless, as it is powerless over the heart. In fact, 
mere moral preaching accomplishes nothing, even in the article of 
morality. It does not even reform people externally. On this 
point we have a most striking testimony, from a great and powerful 
preacher, who has tried both systems, but found, that with all the 
power and pathos of his genius, struggling, for the first twelve 
years of his ministry, against the innate poverty and feebleness of 
the system that leaves out of view the distinguishing doctrines of 
Christianity, that system still remained without any reforming in- 
fluence whatever over the moral habits of his parishioners. This 
was Dr. Chalmers. “ And it was not,’ he adds, “tll I got im- 
pressed by the utter alienation of the heart from God; it was not 
till reconciliation to him became the distinct and prominent object 
of my ministerial exertions; it was not till I took the scriptural 
way of laying ‘the method of reconciliation before them; it was 
not till the free offer of forgiveness through the blood of Christ 
was urged upon their acceptance, and the Holy Ghost, given 
through the channel of Christ’s Mediatorship to all who ask hin, 
was set before them as the unceasing object of their dependence 
and prayers; it was not, in one word, till the contemplations of 
my people were turned to those great and essential elements in the 
business of a soul providing for its interest with God, and the con- 
cerns of its eternity, that Lever heard of any of those subordinate 
reformations,which, aforetime, I made the earnest and zealous, but 


of the Christian Examiner. 715 


I am afraid at the same time the ultimate object of my earlier 
ministrations.” 

A republication of natural religion, amidst the light and power 
of Christianity, cannot but be a vapid, inefficient scheme. _Intel- 
lectually as well as morally it must be superficial and powerless, 
and must lead to superficiality in every thing over which religion 
exerts any influence. 

Hence it is, that all your lucubrations on spiritual subjects are 
so insipid and lifeless. In attempting to speculate upon them, you 
fall inevitably, both in feeling and language, beneath that sense of 
their dignity, which prevails even in the common consciousness of 
men. As you deny the master truths and principles, both in mor- 
als and religion, the superficial tendency of your views is a charge 
that cannot be evaded. Were they universally prevalent, we are per- 
suaded they would soon conduct us to complete darkness and uncer- 
tainty in respect to the simplest principles of the moral being. You 
cannot put your pen to paper on any of the grand realities of eternity, 
but the paralyzing curse of your system is on it, and it wearies the 
mind with its tameness, almost as much as it pains the heart with 
its spirit of unbelief. Hence it is too, that you spend so much of 
your time on subjects connected with the mere externals of Chris- 
tianity, or subjects that, since the light of revelation shines to us, 
we deem it superfluous toexamine. ‘lhe whole range of your con-, 
ceptions on spiritual truth is degraded and indefinite. Your defini- 
tions of Christianity and the applauses you bestow upon it, your 
definitions of a Christian, your descriptions of human nature, your 
definitions of the object of preaching, your explanations of self- 
denial, your descriptions of the nature of self-love, your ideas of 
the love of God, your thoughts about “the gifted mind of our 
Lord and Saviour,” and your recommendations of his character, 
are more than insipid to every being whose heart and intellect 
have been accustomed to the distinctness and simplicity of the 
gospel of Christ. 

Knowing your system as we do, your eulogiums on Christiani- 
ty, and your recommendations of the institutions of God, are any 
thing but pleasing to us. We do not think they need the seal of 
your approbation. Our feelings of grief are mingled with a sense 
of the ludicrous, to observe the tone, in which you will sometimes 
speak of your obligations to a Saviour, and your love to him. You 
insist upon it that you do think you are under great obligations to 
him. And when you have fallen into what some of your party 
might perhaps deem an extravagant expression, you declare that 
you should not be ashamed of your feelings even if people esteem- 
ed you enthusiasts. Noble resolution! Heroic firmness! The 
spectacle is very curious to behold a sect that seems to look upon 
the commonest spiritualities of the Bible as if they were new and 
strange discoveries, and seems scarcely to know whether they shall 
take the bold step of speaking very highly of them or not. You 
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seem afraid‘. decide resolutely in regard to their merits; and when 
you have used a decided expression of approbation, one would 
think from your manner you really esteemed it a great reach of 
moral courage, an uncommon and most fearless stand for you to 
take. We have been amused to see the earnestness with which, 
after repeating some things that the evangelical believer in Chrig- 
tianity regards as principles so acknowledged that it is almost su- 
perfluous to dwell upon them, you “ say and insist that it is desira- 
dle to believe these things,’ and you go on to say that it is desira- 
ble, “because, if truths, they are most glorious truths”! And 
then you put the supposition that infidelity were true and Christi- 
anity not true, and you think it would really be quite a sad 
change ! 

You must not charge us with improper plainness of speech, 
while we teli you that your modes of reasoning and habits of expres- 
sion in regard to religious truth are such as we should think the in- 
fidel himself would sneerat. You appear in the attitude of blushing, 
hesitating apologists for the things of Christianity, as if you were 
half-ashamed to be caught believing them yourselves, and half afraid 
to recommend even your own unsatisfying belief to others. You 
“beg not to be misunderstood,’ you entreat pardon for your bold- 
ness, but really you hope, you conceive, you cannot but think these 
things are true; you would not for the world say anything irrational 
or enthusiastic, but still you do “say and insist that it is desirable to 
believe.” Not that you would “measure any man’s virtue by his 
creed,” or charge him with guilt because he does not believe; that 
be for from you; you would not be so rash and uncharitable for the 
world ; you beg we will not on any account entertain for a moment 
a thought so dishonorable to your generous feelings. No! “ Pro- 
fessed unbelievers in the Scriptures have often possessed great am- 
iableness, and a very high degree of social worth.” You would 
not “ measure a man’s virtue by his creed.’ You “can conceive 
of a man’s being a sincere and honest unbeliever.” You “can con- 
ceive of his entertaining such false views of Christianity as to be 
induced to reject it.’ You “can conceive of many influences at 
work upon his mind, to expose him to this result.” You would not 
presume to say that unteli:f has always arisen solely from a bad 
mind. Yo. only say that sin is“ peculiarly favorable to it.” And on 
the whole, you do think “that the good states and tendencies of 
the mind are much more likely to lead to belief in the great funda- 
mental truths of our religion, than to disbelief.” Begging pardon, 
therefore, for your boldness, you do humbly think the infidel ought 
to take these things into serious consideration. Not that you would 
strongly reprobate “ the unbeliefof calm, reasonable, thoughtful, feel- 
ing human nature.” But you do think—you must be permitted to 
say and insist—a man ought not to be a sceptic without the proper 
qualificetions. “ The ordinary spirit that has prevailed in the school 
of unbelief,” you say, “ we are perfectly certain has amounted to a 
total disqualificatic:.” “ The qualities of a rational doubter are 
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wo ordinary qualities.” “ Letno man think himself qual.,.ed todis- 
believe or doubt, without a fervent and affectionate piety, without 
much reflection and sober thinking, and especially without under- 
standing that nature in himself, on whose fate he is deciding.” ! ! 
And at the close of this singular exhibition of your feelings in regard 
to belief and unbelief (we refer our readers to the January number 
of the Examiner for 1830) you have a paragraph which reminds us 
with great power of what Robert Hall has said of the unexampled 
deference, which Unitarianism displays to human authority. The 
amount of it is this : the greatest and wisest men have lived and died 
in the Christian faith, and “ they must be no common men who are 
entitled to deny a faith thus sanctioned.” A wise man uay honest- 
ly be an unbeliever, but an ignorant man has no right to doubt. 
Such are the speculations by which you pretend to recommend re- 
ligion to infidels, and your own system as the sure remedy for inf- 
delity. Itzs sure. It destroys the patient along with the disease. 

it is part of the essential, inherent tameness of your system, that 
on all the grand truths and principles of Christianity, and in the 
presence of themfall, you appear abashed and embarrassed. The 
mighty principles of revelation, which you deny, are 

truths that wake, 
To perish never, 
and that grasp the guilty conscience with a power that will by no 
means suffer it to rest unbelieving and easy in their presence. Deep 
in the soul of man they find answering to them, 
High instincts, before which mortal nature 
Does tremble like a guilty thing surprised ! 

It is no wonder then, that you shun the presence of those awful 
truths, and remain without the precincts of the Temple where they 
are enshrined. You cannot enter it and live. Contented with 
professing to admire its proportions, and to be glad, on the whole, that 
the building was erected, you abide in the chosen freedom of the 
external cloudy day of yourown, cold, unworshipping, unsanctified, 
pretended Reason. The light within is too excessive in its bright- 
ness and holiness. That Divine atoning High Priest, that 
Lamb of God who taketh away the sin of the world, himself the 
Priest, the Sacrifice, and the Lord of the whole Temple, in whom on- 
ly we can love its inward spiritual mysteries, and sanctities, and re- 
alities, or be prepared for their participation, or feel at home in their 
presence, you darkly reject ; and choose to employ yourselves as the 
mere external hewers of wood and drawers of water for the Christiani- 
ty you professon the whole toadmire. And as such,—as hewers 
and drawe:s, we acknowledge that even the adherents of your sys- 
tem have performed some useful labors, while destitute themselves 
of that experimental,spiritual knowledge, which none ever possess, 
but those who are born of the Spirit. These external labors are 
the only ones connected with religion, in which, consistently with 
the nature of your system, you can possibly engage. 
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Aapparently you pride yourselves much on your having in 
some measure occupied this province. You seem to think, 
if a man writes in favour of Christianity, he cannot but be 
a good man, and you are amazed at the arrogance which 
dares deny to such an one the title of a christian. Judging 
from the position which Christianity evidently occupies in your 
own minds, you seem to have the opinion that it is conferring a 
great obligation on the Gospel to write in defence of it. It is quite 
a condescension in so great a man as Lardner tohave generously 
stepped forward to uphold it with his learning. No less conde. 
scending and praiseworthy is it in so great a manas Dr. Channing, 
& man, according to your own view of the requisite qualifications for 
a rational doubter, qualified to disbelieve, to have examincd its mer- 
its and believed it, because on the whole he thought t was true and 
deserved his patronage. You speak of such men us Lardner and 
Priestley and Channing, as if you really thought their labors in de- 
fence of the mere outworks of Christianity had given them a title 
to heaven, which scarcely Almighty God himself would presume 
to question. And is it possible you can think the Gospel needs 
your advocacy? Has it nothing better than Lardner’s Credibility 
to stand upon? Must Paley’s Evidences accompany it in its 
weakness, to be a condescending voucher that it is worthy of belief? 
Must Dr. Channing stoop to examine its merits, and put upon it 
his seal of approbation, before it can stand in th. face of an unbe- 
lieving world? Poor miserable apologists for Christianity! We 
pray you, remove your defences, and let the gocvel itself, the word 
of God, quick and powerful, advance in its simplicity and majesty, 
to be its own witness, and to vindicate its Divine authority over the 
heart and conscience. Were all the proofs of revelation ever con- 
trived by human ingenuity, and all the volumes of Evidences ever 
recorded by human learning, sunk in the bottom of the ocean, the 
gospel would have just as much power as it does now; nay, per 
haps its divine authority would be felt more perfectly undeniable, 
and its divine efficacy be witnessed in a mightier display. We 
want no other proofs of its truth than awakened consciences, and 
humble, regenerated hearts; and these there always will be, in the 
goodness and power of the Divine Spirit, whereever it is faithfully 
preached. Helpsto understand the Gospel are worth something; 
proofs of its credibility, little. 

And yet behold the incongruous importance attached by Unt 
tarians to labors on the external defences of the Gospel. It all 
proceeds from the same source with their proposition to evangelize 
the heathen by teaching them our systems of philosophy. It is 
because they have no experience or faith in the operations of the 
Holy Spirit, the Author of the Bible, and no conception of the 
spiritual power of God’s word in the preaching of Christ and him 
crucified. It seems to have come to this, that the Gospel must be 
put in the standing-stool of Lardner’s Credibility, or swaddled in 
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a band of Evidences, and carried a begging in a palanquin upon 
the shoulders of men’s intellects. For our part, we cannot believe 
that the Gospel would have been ruined, even if the Credibility had 
never been written. We are disposed to think there would have 
been just as many believers, as there are now that it has been 
written. We say not this, from any desire to derogate from Lard- 
ners merits, such as they were. We willingly admit, indeed it 
would be great folly in any one to deny, that so far as mere ex- 
ternal things are concerned, “ he was one of the ablest advocates 
for the authenticity and truth of the Christian Revelation that ever 
existed.” And yet we do certainly know, that a man may very 
elaborately defend the outworks of Christianity, and still be totally 
ignorant and destitute of its spirit; nay, an enemy to vital godli- 
ness. ‘There is no more essential piety in laboring on the Credi- 
bility, or writing letters to a philosophical unbeliever, than there 
was in the work of rafting the timbers, that were to build the 
great temple of Solomon for the worship of Jehovah. Lavdner 
might devote his life to the first, and Priestley to the second, with- 
out a spark of vital piety; as any of king Hiram’s diligent work- 
men might have put their shoulders to the last, without the least 
reverence for the God to whom the building, was erecting. 

Besides all this, we say there is infinitely more injury done to 
the world in Lardner’s Socinianism, than twenty thousand Credi- 
bilities could have remedied or done good. His Socinianism 
was ruinous to the soul. His Credibility was a help only to the 
intellect. If in this, he was engaged in enlightening the under- 
standing, in the other he was engaged in deceiving and hardening 
the heart. At the very same moment, he was employed, both in 
strengthening the impregnable outward defences of Christianity, 
and in undermining and destroying its internal power. He has 
moreover, greatly contributed to the power of the fatal delusion, 
which your whole system encourages, that a belief in the evi- 
dences of Christianity, is the reception of Christianity itself. 

All the Credibilities, and Evidences, and Apologies, that Bish- 
ops, Archdeacons and Professors could write, to the end of time, 
without the savor of Christ and him crucified, would scarcely ac- 
complish the conversion, of a solitary soul. Especially would they 
be lifeless to the heart and conscience in the hands of men so des- 
titute of the living spirit of the Gospel as Lardner and Paley. 
Arguments in favor of Christianity come forth from the labora- 
tory of such intellects, as clear as crystal, and as destitute of 
Christ; ready both to convince the understanding and lull the 
soul into indifference. And yet this mere scaffolding around the 
edifice of the Christian religion is what Unitarians have always 
been fond of working upon, and with much apparent complacency, 
intellectual and moral. Now, so far from being in reality 
intyour favor, it is, in one important respect at least, a thing againet 
you. It would really seem as if you were afraid to enter the 
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building; it is too solemn for you. Eternity is there, with 
all its dread realities. The justice and awful holiness of God are 
there, as well as his mercy, and you love not the exhibition of 
those attributes. The cross of Christ is there, and the blood of 
the slain Lamb, and you know not what to make of them; you 
meet them and contemn them. Regeneration and the experience 
of the heart are there; the infinite malignity of sin, conviction of 
entire depravity, and sanctification by the Holy Spirit; and your 
system of negations flees from the awful presence of these spiritual 
truths, these solemn, heart-searching principles of God’s moral 
administration. You cannot endure them. They are the inevit- 
able destruction of your whole frame of unbelief. When the soul 
ig brought under their power, then ensue, in the glorious adminis- 
tration of the Spirit, conversions to a crucified Redeemer; and 
such results as these are the speedy and sure ruin of your truly 
ungodly system. For you, this ruin would be unspeakably happy 
and glorious, if it might be accomplished, (and oh that it might) 
by the conversion of every Unitarian now living, to the Lord Jesus 
Christ. 

In regard to Dr. Priestley, we behold sad proof in all that you 
say of him, that the ideas of Christian character which you have 
formed, and by which you are accustomed to regulate your opin- 
ions, are totally different from those revealed in the Gospel of 
Christ. Thearticle of justification by faith in Jesus, which Priestley 
rejected, is no part of your system, either theoretical or practical. 
Now in truth, with the rejection of this article, you cannot even 
form a conception of what a true Christian is, or what constitutes 
either the life or the death of a Christian. 

That either Dr. Priestley’s life or death was such, I do utterly 
deny. The very labors which you, in your disbelief of what be 
the very first principles of the Gospel of Christ, have enumerated, 
as if they gave him an undeniable title to heaven, were labors of 
an unbelieving heart, carried on in the very spirit of philosophical 
infidelity. What else but the spirit of powerful infidelity could it 
be, that could calmly and deliberately dictate the following senti- 
ments? “As it is not pretended that there are any miracles 
adapted to prove that Christ made and support the world, J do not 
see that we are under any obligation to believe it, merely because it 
was an opinion held by an Apostle! !”—* 1 might have urged an- 
other kind of argument against both the divinity and pre-eristence 
of Christ, viz. FROM THE DOCTRINE OF THE MATERIALITY OF 
man!” If Peter, James, and John had no preexistent state, it 
must be contrary to all analogy to suppose Jesus to have preexist- 
ed!!” If this be not infidelity, what is it? Dr. Priestley him- 
self -declares, in regard to those who embrace Unitarianism, “ It 
cannot bedenied, that many of those who judge sotruly concerning 
particular tenets of religion, have attained to that cool, unbiassed 
temper of mind, in consequence of becoming more indifferent to 
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religion in general, and to all the modes and doctrines of it.” This, 
we believe, was the philosophical indifference, in which Dr. 
Priestley, rejecting a regenerating Spirit and an atoning Saviour, 
and fortified in fatalism, lived and died. This was what you 
choose to cail Christian resignation. Most emphatically, as a 
philosophic fool dieth, so died Dr. Priestley. Not one word of 
penitence, not one word of faith in the only Saviour of the soul ;— 
in blind and dreadful confidence, he launched into eternity. 

You accuse me of declamation instead of argument. Now, 
even supposing there were truth in this charge, I might answer, 
that argument is perfectly thrown away upon you. It has been 
demonstrated to you, over and over again, from God's own word, 
that your system is false. But you dare not meet the proofs. You 
fall to distorting the text of the Scriptures, and denying their in- 
fallible inspired authority, and preparing Improved Versions and 
proofs that this and that book are not to be considered parts of the 
sacred Canon. Indeed, instead of meeting our proofs, do you not 
openly and boldly declare that xo proof would be sufficient to es- 
tablish our doctrines, that they are not capuble of proof, and that 
it is actually impossible that Christ should have taught them ?* 
In endeavoring to evade the proofs which we offer you from the 
Bible, in regard to the doctrines of Regeneration and the Atone- 
ment especially, you adopt principles of interpretation at war with 
all common sense, and such as would turn the New Testament it- 
self, a book of the plainest prose, into a complete magazine of 
oriental metaphors. 

Indeed, that you may not be forced to receive anything 
over and above your own favorite republication of Natural 
Religion, you interpret the whole Bible as if it had a mere 
local and temporary application ; as if it were the mere organ and 
medium of a religion that is to be overruled, and laid aside at some 
future period, by a system better adapted to the increased dignity 
and perfectibility of the human character. It would not seem as 
if such an idea as this could ever enter the head of any man who 
has looked into his Bible; and yet it has; and on the ground of 
it, when hard pressed with the doctrine of Regeneration and its 
kindred truths, you are accustomed to declare that these things are 
parts of revelation that had exclusive reference to the Jews and 
Jewish peculiarities ; and your art is, to refer those you are endeavor- 
ing to deceive, to a mass of external, historical, pretended criticism, 
under cover of which, your too palpable denial of plain revealed 
truth may be concealed. We say to you, that when Dr. Chan- 
ning, or any other Unitarian whatever, dares meet Professor Stu- 
art's Letters on principles that do not undermine the authority of 
the Scriptures, and turn them into a collection of temporary, im- 
perfect records, and unnecessary hyperboles, then will it be time to 

*“ This doctrine,” {(of two ‘natures in Christ) could not be established, even by the 
edearest declarations of the Scriptures. For the testimony of the Scriptures would not 


Prove it to be true; on the contrary its occurrence in the Scriptures would prove them 
tobe false.” Yates. Pi 
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Confine ourselves to the powerful re-statement of the Scripture ar. 
gument. At present-we must bend our efforts to the preserving of 
the Scriptures themselves from the grasp and sweep of your reck- 
less infidelity. Were we to let you go on, we should very soon 
have no Bible whatever to appeal to. 

In more ways than one you have shown your jealousy and dis- 
like of the sacred volume. ‘he publications that have emanated 
from the presses and institutions of your system, both in this coun- 
try and in Europe, contain either an effective rejection of revela- 
tion, or principles that lead to it. The works recommended by 
you, and the articles connected with them, are such as take the 
lowest theory in regard to the authority of God’s word, or assert 
in plain terms “ ‘that the historians of Scripture were not inspired ;” 
that there is “no need of supposing the apostles to have spoken 
and written under any other influence than that of truth and good- 
ness,”—truth “not by them supernaturaily taught ;’ and that the 
writings characterized as given by inspiration of God, “ may have 
been nothing more than the works of men, whose minds were act- 
ed upon by the motives which he presents, and who had that sense 
of religion and duty, which his dispensations to the Jewish nation 
were adapted to produce.”* The whole course of your Examiner 
might be justly styled a covert attack against the influence and 
authority of the Scriptures; nor will any apologies or protestations 
you can make to the contrary alter this fact, for it is in the eye of 
the public. Your attempts at concealment, in one or two instances, 
by laboring to make it appear that you are more orthodox than has 
been represented in your views of the Scriptures, cannot alter the 
tenor of the articles you have written, nor repress the outbreaking 
infidel tendency of your system. Those attempts remind us of the 
cunning, with which the insane are said sometimes to conceal their 
insanity ; it may be hidden for a while, but when suspicion begins 
to be lulled, suddenly the buried fire breaks out. The fire of unbe- 
lief has been the ruling spirit in your system, and will continue to 
be so, as long as it remains to vex the church of God with its de- 
lusions. If any system can be read in the writings of its adher- 
ents and the course of the publications attached to it, your system 
does deny the Divine authority of the Bible; from Priestley down 
to’ yourselves, we can point you to plain declarations and articles 
tha’ -annot be mistaken. ‘Look at your own sacrilegious article 
“On the injudicious use of the Old Testament.” Look at your 

ges entitled, “The Scriptures not a revelation, but the record of 
a revelation,” Look at your articles on “ The beginning and per- 
fection of Christianity ;’ and mark what you have written on 
“The Authorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews.” Depend upon 
it, your demonstrations of infidelity in regard to the purity and sa- 
credness and inspiration of the Holy Volume are more frequent 
and startling than yourselves are aware of. 

* Le Clerc, and Norton, and Christian Examiner. See on this subject the followin 


references to the Examiner, Vol. 3. PR. 19, 106. Vol. sy 347, Vol. 5. pp. 39, 59, 69. 
Vol. 6. p. 344. Vol. 7. pp. 347, 357. Vol. 8. pp. 138—145, 386. 
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We find you declaring explicitly that the Scriptures “ were not 
produced under the miraculous supervision of the Deity :” and that 
“, DENIAL OF THE IMMEDIATE INSPIRATION OF THE ScRIP- 
TURES DOES NOT IN THE SLIGHTEST DEGREE AFFECT THEIR 
AUTHORITY.’ * 

We find you declaring that the canonical books of the New 
Testament “ARE NOT A REVELATION. They are nothing mole 
than the best records which remain to us of the revelation which 
God made by Jesus Christ. This revelation—it is a truth which 
we wish were more widely and better understood—-is NoT To BE 
IDENTIFIED WITH THE CANONICAI. BOOKS OF THE New TEsTAa- 
ment.” You then go on to suppose a man like Cicero, “ con- 
yinced that Christ was a messenger from God,’ but “ neither 
called to be an apostle, nor having his mind miraculously illwmin- 
ated,” but left by God to the exercise of his natural powers, “ to 
have carefully collected and committed to writing all the informa- 
tion which could then be procured concerning his character, mira- 
cles and doctrines, and to have subjoined his own explanation and 
remarks ;’—aud you declare “ The works of such a writer would, 
as far as we can judge, have been at least oF EQUAL VALUE WITH 
ANY BOOKS WHICH REMAIN To vs.’’t 

You declare that “the proposition does not admit of being be- 
ered, that the whole Bible, including the historical books of the 
Old Testament, was a revelation.” And in that profane article 
on the Old Testament, you denominate those sacred Scriptures, in 
which holy men of old spake as THEY WERE MOVED BY THE 
Hoty Guost, “ a broken and moss-grown cistern.” We find you 
declaring that “by taking our lessons of morality from the Old 
Testament, WE LOWER OUR STANDARD OF DUTY :’—that “ super- 
stition has fownd its strong hold in the Hebrew Scriptures ?’—that 
the “readers of the Old Testament lose the consolations of reli- 
gion ?’—that “men go to the Old Testament for that instruction 
which it was never meant to afford them, and return without ben- 
efit, though not without injury ?’—and that “1T DOES NoT con- 
TAIN CHRISTIANITY, AND THAT MEN DO WRONG TO GO TO IT TO 
LEARN THE DUTIES, FEELINGS, AND CONSOLATIONS OF THRE 
CHRISTIAN RELIGION! !” 

Now I need not make a single remark on the impiety of these 
declarations, but would simply contrast them with the ¢eclara- 
tions of an inspired Apostle in regard to the Old Testament.— 
“From a child thou hast known the holy Scriptures, which are 
able to make thee wise unto salvation, through faith which is in 
Christ Jesus. All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and 
is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction 
in righteousness ; that the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly 
furnished unto all good works.” 


* Vol, 8, pp. 138, 143. t Vol. 6. p. 344, 
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You have not only attacked the divine authority of God’s word, 
but you have written against his ordinances and positive institu- 
tions. You have attacked the divine authority and holiness of 
the Sabbath. You have written against it in such a manner as 
would effectually remove all restraint from men’s consciences in 
regard to its observance. You have even ridiculed the idea that 
it is any more holy, or that religion has any thing more to do with 
it, than any other day in the week. You “fear there is a super- 
stition on this point, unworthy the illumination of Christianity!” 
You “earnestly recommend the Lord’s day,” “but you dare not 
esteem its duties above those of other days.” Your very recom- 
mendations of it destroy its sacredness. You first remove from it 
the divine sanction, remove all revealed obligation for its observ- 
ance, and then you deign to recommend, principally as a matter of 
convenience for the comfort and good order of society, that it be 
kept—just as each man’s moral sense, recreations, and engage- 
ments may suggest or render agreeable. You would not be par- 
ticular about the mode, only, you would be sure to avoid all “puri- 
tanical strictness ;” you are determined you will have “no demure 
looks nor gloomy penances, no unnecessary or severe restraints,” 
If any individual finds it convenient to travel on that day, or im- 
portant to cut his hay and be getting in his crop during the hours 
of divine service, you would not say aught against it; far be it 
from you to think so meanly of the free genius of Christianity as 
to suppose that it would descend to such vulgar minuteness in the 
regulation of men’s lives. It would be “ unworthy the illumina- 
tion of Christianity,” and it would look too suspicious of the 
goodness and perfectibility of man’s nature. You may be sure 
that your wishes in respect to the Sabbath will be faithfully re- 
garded, by multitudes; the “lovers of pleasure more than lovers 
of God” would every where rejoice were the Sabbath, observed 
according to the principles you have laid down in regard to it. 

We refer you on this subject to your own Examiner, vol. 7, pp. 
128—135, and vol. 4, p. 115. In the first of these articles, we 
find the leading minister of Liberal Christianity, at one sweep, 
ridiculing revivals, jeering at the missionary efforts of the Ortho- 
dox, and Jaboring to remove the Scriptura! authority and do away 
the strict observance of the holy Sabbath. The secret of Dr. 
Channing's liberality of feeling in regard to par-icular ordinances 
may be found in his “ all-comprehensive” conceptions of the free 
genius of Christianity. Dr. Channing thinks that “ the Gospel is 
not a religion of precise rules,” but “leaves us to determine for 
ourselves in a great measure the discipline by which its noble ends 
are to be secured.” His views of the Sabbath are a practical 
commentary on the following opinion of the authority of the 
Scriptures. “We are not among those, who consider the written 
word a statute book, by the letter of which every step in life must 
be governed. We believe, on the other hand, that one of the great 
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excellencies of Christianity is, that it does not deal in minute reg- 
ulations, but that, having given broad views of duty, and enjoined 
a pure and disinterested spirit, it leaves us to apply those rules and 
express this spirit according to the promptings of the divine 


monitor within us, and according to the claims and exigencies of 


the ever-varying condilions in which we are placed.” * ‘hat is, 
conscience and circumstances are the guide and interpreter of 
the Bible. The most depraved voluptuary would thank Dr. Chan- 
ning for this declaration. 

You have also written against the peculiar sacredness and 
solemnity of the Lord’s Supper, endeavoring to break up and abol- 
ish the distinction between the church and congregation, and 
asserting that the Christian rites are no more holy than the weekly 
services of the sanctuary. You declare that there is no authority 
for excluding any of the congregation from the communion table, 
and that you might as properly exclude the worshippers from the 
house of God.{ You evidently are aiming to do away all distine- 
tion between the converted and the unconverted, and to destroy the 
feeling that even yet manifestly troubles you, that none ought to 
be considered Christians until they are regenerated. One of your 
ministers has declared, “I am not to presume that any who con- 
tribute to the maintenance of Christian worship and a Christian 
ministry are unbelievers” t 

Now we do not wonder at your feelings in regard to the Com- 
munion; they are fearfully consistent with your system; the won- 
der is that you have not put them in practice long since, and 
rejected the awful symbols of our Lord’s body and blood entirely. 
The system that rejects a Saviour has no need or reason to com- 
memorate his death. Nor is it surprising that to you those 
solemn and affecting rites have no peculiar sacredness; you feel 
that with your denial of the Atonement they are an incongruous 
exhibition. We know that you have not yet generally reached 
the point of “illwmination” requisite for their entire abolition. 
One of your number has outstripped Dr. Channing himself in his 
conceptions of the free genius of your Christianity, and the prop- 
osition to abolish he sacred elements has been made. His advance 
into the regions of spiritual liberty was, however, too rapid even 
for the progressive spirit of your system; and the startling discoy- 
ery of the consummation to which it is tending was hushed, even 
with the affirmation of a partial derangement of intcllect in the 
individual who made it. {It has been the fate of all bold adven- 
turers and reformers to be esteemed insane, and we know not why 
your pioneers in the work of spiritual emancipation should be 
exempt from this lot. Nor can you hope to keep the actual nature 
and tendencies of your system much longer concealed. They will 


* Channing's Works. Vol. in octavo, p. 392. 
? Christian Examiner, vol. 3, pp. 9, 10. 
} Farley. Discourses on the Lord’s Supper, pp. 21—26. 
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not be repressed. Your system is displaying itself, and you need 
not expect to restrain its freaks and sallies of infidelity. Perhaps 
ere long, some one of your number, some true champion of charity, 
elated with the consciousness of man’s dignity, and perfectibility, 
and godlike human nature, will enter an action for hivel against 
the minister of Jesus, who shall dare to call the impenitent in his 
congregation enemies against God. And would it be strange if, 
in some of your soaring aspirations after unshackled spiritual lib- 
erty, that disdains all rites, you should propose the utter abolition 
of the ordinance of Baptism? Unitarian writers have already 
attacked the formula of Baptism given by our Saviour, alleging 
that it was not intended as a prescribed form, and even pronounc- 
ing it a forgery, and “admitting their strict disbelief that even 
Jesus Christ gave any such directions as to its mode.””* 

You have attacked the word and ordinances of God; but your 
worst depredations successively have been committed against his 
particular revealed truths. We shall not attempt a regular cata- 
logue and classification of your errors. Amidst all its inconsisten- 
cies, your system in one respect is consistent; it does not rest till 
it has made the clear sweep of infidelity over all the grand truths 
of revelation. You have denied the truths of human depravity. 
“ Neither the sneers of a worldly scepticism, nor the groans of a 
gloomy theology can disturb your faith in the godlike powers and 
tendencies” of that human nature, which you “do and must rever- 
ence.’ You say that “In Christianity particularly, you meet per 
petual testimonies to THE DiviniTy OF HUMAN NATURE!!” You 
declare that God himself is but “another name for human intelli- 
gence raised above all error and imperfection, and extended to all 
possible truth.” You affirm that “the divine attributes are first 
developed in ourselves, and thence transferred to our Creator ;” and 
that “the idea of God, sublime and awful as it is, is the idea of 
our own spiritual nature, purified and enlarged to infinity. In 
ourselves are the elements of the Divinity.’ | You declare, more- 
over, that “ Religion and virtue, wherever they exist, are the mind 
itself, and. nothing else. They are human nature, and NoTHING 
ELsE. A good man’s piety and virtue are not distinct possessions; 
they are himself, and all the glory which belongs to them, belongs 
to himself!!” t There is justice in the remark, that in Dr. Chan- 
ning’s theology God is made a mere caterer for human glory. 
Paul used to say,“ By grace are ye saved, through faith; and 
that NOT OF YOURSELVES; it is. the gift of God. Not of works, 
lest any man should boast.” Dr. Channing’s deification of human 
nature and degradation of God, is one of the most abhorrent fea- 
tures and tendencies in your whole syste. 

You have denied the truths of Regeneration, asserting that con- 
version cannot be necessary to all, and that its enforcements on & 


® Unitarian Miscellany, vol. ii, p. 215, and Christian Pioneer, vol. i. 
¢ Channing's Works, pp. 459, 461. { The same, p. 194, 
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d Christian assembly now is “ without meaning.’ * You have de- 
3 nied and reviled the Atonement. Your writers have actually blas- 
7 phemed the truth of Christ's propitiatory sacrifice for the sins of the 
a world, asserting it to be the expedient of “a cruel, capricious, ty- 
vannical being,” to involve “a principle that would disgrace any 
s government on earth,” to be a “central gallows” in the Uni- 
4 verse, a “horrid spectacle,’ that holds up God as a “ MoNsTER,” 
. from a belief in whom you “ would willingly take refuge in the 
n less chilling creed of the atheist.” ¢ You have denied the truth of 
y justification by faith in Christ, impiously asserting that “to build 
, the hope of pardon on the independent and infinite sufficiency of 
. Jesus Christ, is to buildon au unscriptwral and false foundation.” ¢ 
n You have utterly denied the existence and agency of the Holy Spirit. 

You have derogated from the character, and denied the Divine dig- 
r nity of the Saviour. Your writers have denied his pre-existence, and 
$ asserted “ that Christ had no agency in the work of creation, and 
" f that he did not then exist,’§ and that he was “ constituted, in all 
\. respects, like other men, subject to the same frailties, infirmities, 
1 ignorance, and prejudices.” | You have denied the truth of a 
3 general judgement. 4 You have denied that Christ will judge the 
7 world.** From the declarations of some of the adherents of 
A your system, we find that the materialism, which, ever since the 
j time of Priestley, has been a part of English Unitarianism, is also 
. apart ofthe American scheme.tt You have asserted the innocence 
. of error. From your own declarations, and from the article of Sis- 
1 mondi, translated and recommended in the Examiner, you appear 
; to believe that even the errors of Pagan idolaters are a faith to be 
l respected, being merely the mistaken worship of “ the same God 
t that we all adore, Jews, Mussulmen and Christians.’ You have 
d ridiculed experimental religion. You declare that what consti- 


tutes a Christian, “so far as respects what he is to believe, must 


“ts 


A consist in one single article, the divine mission and consequent au- 
- thority of Jesus Christ.”"tt You declare, moreover, that to preclude 
such men as Socrates and the deist Herbert from the hope of 
; heaven, “cannot be reconciled with the justice, much less with 
~ the goodness, of the Supreme Disposer.”§§ You deny the exist- 
$ ence and agency of Satan. You deny the truth of endless punish- 
\- ment, declaring it “ beyond all question, the most horrible dogma 
7 ever conceived or uttered by man.” ||} You pervert the attributes 
d 

, * Christian Disciple, Vol. 4. p. 420 ; and Colman’s Sermons, p. 218. 

M f t Unitarian Miscellany and Channing, Bancroft and Lamson. 


Channing, p. 575; and other writers, both in Periodicals and Sermons. 
\- Bailey’s Sermons p. 23. 
Belsham’s Calm Enquiry, p. 190. 
Examiner, Vol. 9. p. 30; also Norton’s Statement. 
1- ** Unitarian Advocate, Vol. 5. p. 149 ; Norton’s Statement, 311, 312. 
a tt Cooper and Dabney. 
tt Examiner, Vol. 3. p. 241. 
Me Examiner, Vol. 8. p. 257. 
|| Examiner, Vol. 8. p. 262. 
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of God, and make him “altogether such an one as yourselves,” 
Besides our other references, we call your attention to the tenor of 
your own pages on “ The future state of man,” “On erroneous 
views of death,” ‘On belief and unbelief,’ ‘ On the future condi- 
tion of the wicked,’ on “the conditions of Divine forgiveness,” 
and to all that you have written against Revivals and Missions, 
and on other connected topics. 

We ask now, such being your own development of your own 
views, how can you possibly charge us with want of charity in 
refusing to extend to you the hand of Christian fellowship? We 
putit to your own conscience— Would it not be a burlesque upon all 
charity, should we, with this exhibition of your system and your- 
selves, accumulating, as it has been for years, receive you into 
Christian communion, either as individuals or Churches? Our te- 
ligions are as opposite as light and darkness. We might as con- 
sistently be asked to receive the followers of Mahomet into Chris- 
tian fellowship, as the followers of a system, which excludes a 
Regenerating Spirit, degrades the Divine Saviour of the world toa 
level with his sinful creatures, and denies that his expiatory suf- 
ferings and death had any more efficacy in t. king away sin, than 
the sufferings and death of any of his Apostles. Our religion rests 
on that Divine Saviour and his expiatory sacrifice, as on its only 
foundation. Yours reject both himand it. We receive the Holy 
Scriptures as in themselves the inspired and infallible word cf God. 
You reject them, and attach so little essential importanee to a be 
lief in them, as to declare that a man may virtuously reject Chris- 
tianity. We hold that men are entirely depraved, and at enmity 
against God. You hold that they are naturally good, and assert 
that “no such persons as mere sinners exist,’ * and “that itis 
not in human nature to Aafe infinite punty,’ and that you “pity 
the man, who recognizes nothing god-like in his own nature.” ¢ 
We believe that all men are under the curse of the law, and, out 
of Christ, will perish everlastingly. You deny it utterly, and boldly 
assert that it would be unjust for God to exclude even what you 
call a “virtuous Deist’’ from heaven. We believe that all men, 
to be saved, must be regenerated by the Holy Spirit. You deny 
it. We believe that men can be justified and saved only through 
faith in, and dependence upon, a crucified Redeemer. You deny 
it, and “depend on your own character and the mercy of God.’ ft 
We believe that the wicked will be eternally punished. You de- 
clare it to be the most horrible of all dogmas. We hold to the ex- 
istence of an endless Hell as well as an endless Heaven. You 
deny it, and are in fact Universalists. You are ashamed, we well 
know, of this name; it is not consonant with your god-like and 
soaring aspirations; but if any sect could do it, you have declared 
yourselves Universalists. The doctrine of eternal punishment you 
have repeatedly caricatured and ridiculed. And the great body 


* Christian Disciple, Vol. 4. p. 453. t Channing, 474. 
t Unitarian Tract, No. 28. p. 5. 
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of Unitarians in this country, it has been truly asserted, beiieve in 
the final restoration of all men to happiness. 

Again, our system is one of self-denial and separation from the 
world. Yours is one of self-indulgence and amusement in the world 
On your own confession, “ Unitarians forma large part of those who 
resort to doubtful or positively injurious amusements ; who patronize 
theatres, and are averse to s)cial meetings.”* Our system is a mis 
sionary system. Yours has nothing to do with the missionary 
spirit, but to jeer at it, or coolly ques'ion its utility. Our system is 
one of conversions and revivals, yours ridicule them, and for self- 
preservation must keep clear of them. But we need pursue the 
parallel no farther; you do yourselves allow, that to be consistent 
with our ow system, we must be intolerant of yours. 

We have in your system a scheme, advertised to the world as the 
pure Christianity and panacea of the soul, which absolutely rejects 
the idea of conversion, and is made up of such elements, that the 
admission of conversions and revivals would prove its immediate de- 
struction. No sooner is an individual truly converted, than he finds 
that the very process of conversion is an admission and heart-felt ex- 
perience of all the truths your system is ridiculing, and he sees with 
open eyes the place of ruin and guilt from which God’s mercy has 
snatched him. For your own preservation, therefore, as a sect, you 
must carefully guard against evangelical conversion. If you ‘sin- 
cerely advanced to the work of saving souls, you would throw you 
whole system out of its native infidelity into direct Orthodoxy 
There could be no other result. You must not only deny the ne- 
cessity of Regeneration, therefore, but you must avoid its experi 
ence, and warn your proselytes against it, if you and they would 
not be compelled to an immediate renunciation of your whole sys- 
tem, and an embrace of the sare evangelical scheme, against which 
your whole efforts are directed. This being the case, it is no wonder 
that Unitarian preachers and writers so carefully guard their hear- 
ers against the “ excitement,” the revivals, the protracted meetings, 
ofthe Orthodox. Excitement, either intellectual or spiritual, is dan- 
gerous to you; and there are those who declare that they would 
rather have the pestilence visit their families, than that influence, 
which, in the preaching of the true Gospel, they behold convincing 
sinners of their sins and bringing them to the Saviour. 

Now we say, let the world be on their guard against such a sys- 
tem as this; a system that is actually compelled, in self-preserva- 
tion, to keep men out of the way to heaven, and lu]] them quietly 
in their sins; a system, that can no longer prevail, than while it 
can preserve the souls of those deluded by it, beyond the regenerating 
power of God’s Holy Spirit. Let men beware of such a system as 
this. The father of lies has contrived it for the ruin of immortal 
beings ; and that so ingeniously, that its advocates must shun the 
God of the Scriptures, and conviction of sin, and every situation 
that would expose them to the danger of conversion, and must un- 
spiritualize and distort the Bible, and in some way or other provide 


* Review of a Letter to a Unitarian Clergyman, p. 16. 
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a shield against its regenerating power upon the soul. It is amaz 
ing that in an age of light such a system can so long have been 
endured. ne would think that the outraged spiritual sense of the 
whole Community would be up in indignation against it. 

When Rammohum Roy was said to have been converted, it pro- 
duced among your sect a sort of convulsive effort towards the mis- 
sionary enterprise ; but you speedily found a prevailing practical 
conviction, even among your own people that liberal Christianity it- 
self is not worth enough to pay the expense of offering it to the na- 
tion. Poor Rammohum Roy continued, with all his liberalization, 
a professed Hindoo, and you have kindly apologized for his continu- 
ance in heathenism, with the excuse that its abandonment would 
have exposed him to great persecution; and this, in the cause of lib- 
eral Christianity, it wasnot worth whileto endure. Your system does 
not certainly occasion you much anxiety in behalf of those who 
are destitute of its blessings. So it always hasbeen. “The faith, 
that you and I have,” said Dr. Priestley to Mr. Lindsey “ that even 
the wicked, after a state of wholesome discipline (and that not 
more severe than will be necessary) will be raised in due time toa 
state of happiness, greatly diminishes our concern on this account.” 
And well it might; and your system is consistent in making no 
provisions for a missionary spirit or missionary efforts. It was not 
constructed with reference to the wants of a perishing world, but 
with reference to an advancement in liberality and refinement, which 
is to place men beyond the need of Regeneration and an atoning 
Saviour. 

A missionary spirit in that system? The very existence of 
such a spirit is an admission and hearty belief of the very doc- 
trines which that system scorns! ‘There is, therefore, good rea- 
son why your system in all its imitation of evangelical measures, 
has not imitated this. Set out to convert the world with a system 
that rejects the very doctrines, in the application of which to the 
heart and conscience all the power of the Bible consists? Set out 
to convert the world with the denial of human depravity, the de- 
nial of Regeneration, the denial of the Atonement, the denial of 
future endless punishment to the wicked? Why! the very first 
step in the progress of such a mission would be the announcement 
that men do not need to be converted, and are in no danger! It is 
no wonder you shrink back from such an experiment. Nor is it 
wonderful that you shofild have ridiculed revivals and the cause of 
missions. A time is coming, if the church of Christ are in any 
measure faithful to their duty, when you will no longer be able to 
do this ; and the manner in which you now stand aside, and scorn 
the manifestations of the presence and power of God’s Spirit 
around you, reminds us forcibly and sadly of the application of 
that passage,—“ Behold, ye despiseis, and wonder, and perish.” 

The fact that your system of error is utterly repugnant to the 
spirit of missions ensures itsspeedy destruction. A period is coming, 
when it will no longer be possible for any system to stand, that does 
not produce the missionary spirit asits legitimate result. We aread- 
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vancing to the time, when the Christian world will have for its one 
great object, and the point to which its gaze is directed, the whole 
world’s regeneration. The tide is setting on in this mighty move- 
ment, and those things that do not move with it will be overwhelm- 
ed by it. ‘There will be such a deep and universal conviction that 
the spirit of the Gospel is a missionary spirit, and the doctrines of 
the gospel missionary doctrines, that a religion, which, like liberal 
Christianity, professes to recognize neither the truth of the one, 
nor the necessity of the other, will be shamed out of existence. 
The wheels of the missionary enterprise will roll over it, and 
leave it despised and deserted in the distance. Nor have we in this 
case, any thing to fear from any putting on even of the form of 
godliness, and thus attempting to commend a false religion to the 
nations under the appearance of the truth. Neither revivals, nor 
the missionary enterprise can be imitated, by the sect that denies 
the doctrines, which are absolutely essential to both. It were 
easier to make mankind do anything most hard, than to make 
them believe that that religion came down from heaven. 

You are indignant, because I have called your errors wilful. I 
acknowledge that wilful error indicates a corrupt heart; and sadly, 
seriously and solemnly do I assert, that along with all, who never 
have experienced the regenerating power of the Holy Spirit, you 
do possess hearts morally corrupt and at enmity against God; nor 
can your wilful errors be justly considered in any other light, than 
as one result among the consequences of your depravity. We 
know that you deny that depravity ; we are grieved because you 
do; you deny that it exists in any of God’s creatures. But your 
denial does not destroy the truth of revelation. “ Ye are they 
which justify yourselves before men; but God knoweth your hearts : 
for that which is highly esteemed among men is abomination in the 
sight of God.” What are your errors, we do earnestly ask, if they 
are not wilful? Is not your Unitarianism a voluntary thing? 
Were you compelled into it? Is not your disbelief just as volun- 
tary, just as much a matter of choice, as our belief? If belief is 
the action of the heart, and not a mere speculation of the under- 
standing, so is unbelief. Is not our belief wilful? Will you ¢>- 
ny that itis? And is not your rejection of our belief just as wi.- 
ful? Afier all, we see not how you can deny that your rejection 
of the doctrines of the Gospel is enlightened, deliberate, wilful. 
We doubt not you are, some of you, sincere in your disbelief. We 
read in the Bible of men given over to strong delusion to believe 
alie. Now their belief of a lie was surely not the less criminal for 
being belief: nay, the belief arose out of the very height and ex- 
tremity of their wickedness. And so it is possible that the long 
habit of rejection of the plainest doctrines of the Gospel may 
at length come to the firm beliefof the falsehood of those doctrines, 
and of the truth of a system directly opposed to them. And then, 
the perverted mind and heart may proceed, in full, serious, sincere 
enmity against the truin of God, deliberately to revile and oppose 
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it. We aregreatly mistaken, if this dreadful path be not the very 
course, which the leading Unitarians are now wilfully and sin- 
cerely pursuing. ‘I'he contemplation is a melancholy one; indeed, 
it fills us with deep sorrow. We would seriously ask, Was not Dr, 
Channing sincere, when he declared the doctrine of Atonement the 
CenTrat Gaxiows of the Universe? Did he compose and utter 
that paragraph carelessly, involuntarily? Or, does his sincerity 
blot out the guilt of that daring impiety? We think not. ‘To be 
sincere in error, intelligent error, when the mind has been dwelling 
in the midst of light, we might well fear, is to be probably in the 
situation of one given over, on account of his great resistance to 
the Holy Ghost, to believe a lie. And surely, fora man of culti- 
vated intellect and a “ pure life,” a man who can rule his body and 
do well (according to the world’s standard at least) to his fellow 
beings,—for such an one deliberately to insult his God, and stand 
forth in contemptuous defiance and reproach of his chosen plan 
of salvation, with studied caricature and ridicule, is a spiritual 
wickedness, that in corporeal sins finds no parallel for its great- 
ness. Oh, how little do the world consider, that unbe!'cf, far from 
being innocent, is the greatest and most comprehensive of all sins. 

In consideration of the review we have now taken of your 
course and system, we are constrained to notice the inconsistency 
of those, who, under the profession of friendship to evangelical re- 
ligion, are accustomed to write and speak, as if a vigorous attack 
against Unitarianism were contrary to the nature of the ‘kingdom 
of peace and righteousness. “First PURE, then peaceable,” is 
the maxim of an old writer, whom we have always been taught 
to revere, and by whose inspired wisdom we desire in this thing to 
be guided. And again, “the end of the commandment is charity out 
of a pure heart, and of a good conscience, and of FAITH unfeigned.” 
And as to a revival of the evils of controversy, which you so much 
deprecate, and the breaking up of that spirit of quiet, which you 
assert had begun to reign in regard to your own errors, we believe 
it would be better for the churches to be rent asunder and scattered 
to the four winds of heaven, than to be left to slumber in false 
doctrine, or to give it a peaceable repose within their own bosom. 
It is most unscriptural and dangerous to be speculating on the 
question how much pernicious error the heart may live with, or to 
allow men to hope that unbelief may be innocent, or that God, 
after having warned them against it, will interpose to prevent its 
deadly consequences in those who indulge it, The cry 1s, that in 
the attack of error we are driving unbelievers still farther and far- 
ther from the truth. Surely, if under and amidst the truth they 
have become errorists, then, if we do nothing to disturb them, they 
are likely to continue such—entangled in the sophistry of Unita- 
rianism ; and since already, under pretence of receiving the Gospel 
of Christ, they do in effect deny the whole of it, it is most diffi- 
cult to discover how they could be removed to a greater distance 
from it. On philosophical principles it might be proved that an 
opeu and declared infidel is more likely to be convicted and con- 
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yerted, where a pungent appeal is made to the conscience, than 
the professors of the system of liberal Christianity. 

To trace out all the consequences of that system, and to tell 
plainly those who embrace it that they are in fatal error, we con- 
tend is not only not coutrary to the spirit of peace and righteous- 
ness, but is just one of the most legitimate results of that spirit. 
In that spirit Paul was speaking, when he declared (Gal. 1. 7, 
8,9.) “ There be some that trouble you, and would pervert the 
Gospel of Christ. But though we, or an angel from heaven, 
preach any other Gospel unto you than that which we have 
preached unto you, /et him be accursed. As we said before, so say 
Inow again, If any man preach any other Gospel unto you than 
that ye have received, let him be accursed.” Now we do know ez- 
actly what gospel Paul preached. We do know it was nov that 
Gospel, which denies the Deity of Christ, Regeneration, Atone- 
ment, Entire Depravity, Endless Punishment. We do solemnly 
believe that the preachers of this false Gospel are the very subjects 
of Paul's dreadful anathema. 

We beseech you again to consider the results of your system, 
as in their accumulating development for years, they are spread 
out before you. There is not one article of our religion, it has been 
truly observed, of which your system does not overturn the foun- 
dation or destroy the essence. It declares that Christ was a mere 
man, a man of ignorance, prejudices and frailties, and not without 
sin; that he was only a highly endowed teacher and prophet; 
that he came into the world only to teach morality, and suffered 
only as a martyr to the truth, and died only to prove a resurrection 
from the grave; that he did nof die for the sins of mankind, and 
therefore is not our Redeemer; that he was not the Lamb of God, 
offered as an expiatory sacrifice for the sins of his fallen creatures ; 
that he is in truth neither our Advocate, nor Intercessor, nor Medi- 
ator; that he is not now present with his disciples, and has not 
gone 1o prepare a place for them in heaven; that all things were 
not made by him, and that, when tlie world was created, he had 
not even an existence; that he does not forgive sins in person, 
and has not personal agency in the conversion of the Gentiles; 
that he is not the Judge of all, and that indeed there is no general 
judgement and noday of judgement; that he has not now any 
superintendence over the concerns of his followers, and can neither 
be to us a Comforter, nor send the Holy Spirit to dwell among us; 
that justification by faith alone is unscriptural and absurd; that 
there is no Regeneration, no Holy Ghost, no Divine Son of God, 
no Trinity in Unity; that there is no Evil Spirit, no Satan, no 
Devil; that Hell is a mere metaphor without existence; that the 
soul cannot separately exist, and that the wicked will not be eter- 
nally punished ; and finally, that a man may virtuously reject 
Christianity ; that the Holy Scriptures are not infallibly inspired ; 
that the Old Testament is an injurious book; that the writings of 
the Apostles are not to be regarded in every part as inspiration, but 
frequently mistake and error; and therefore that the Holy Spirit 
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did not guide them into alltruth. We should think the slightest 
glance at the results of your system would be enough to wam 
you of its dangerous nature. Permit us affectionately to remind 
you of a very solemn passage, which we earnestly pray, dy the 
mercy of God in your penitent acceptance of an injured Saviour, 
may never seal yourdestiny. “He that despised Moses’ law died 
without mercy under two or three witnesses; of how much sorer 
punishment suppose ye shall he be thought worthy, who hath 
trodden under foot the Son of God, and hath counted the blood of 
the covenant wherewith he was sanctified an unholy thing, and 
hath done despite unto the Spirit of grace ?” 

In all that I have said, | have spoken with plainness. And 
though it may be with severity, yet L trust without anger. It ig 
a solemn subject; nor would I treat it in any other than a solemn, 
calm, prayerful manner. If there be aught in these pages incon- 
sistent with such a spirit, may God forgive it and prevent its eyil 
influence. It is hard to write condemning truths in perfect free- 
dom from a condemning temper; it is equally difficult to write 
them in energy, even with kindness and tenderness at heart, with- 
out the appearance of harshness and hostility of feeling. I think 
I can say, in the deepest sincerity, in regard to those against whose 
errors Lam writing, “my heart's desire and prayer to God for 
them is, that they may be saved.” At the same time I know, de. 
yond all doubi, I know, that neither you, nor I, nor any other sinful 
creature, can be saved without being regenerated by the Spirit of 
God, justified by the blood of Christ, reconciled to God by the 
death of his Son. I know that none can be saved without receiv- 
ing Christ, and believing on him as “the end of the Law for right- 
eousness to every one that believeth; none can, without justifying 
faith in that atoning Saviour, who “redeems us to God by his 
blood,” but to “ build the hope of pardon, on whose independent and 
infinite sufficiency,” the Leader of your sect has impiously declared, 
“1s TO BUILD ON AN UNSCRIPTURAL AND FALSE FOUNDATION.” It 
is solemn, indeed, and most truly painful, feithfully to warn those, 
whose system excludes a Regenerating Spirit, and rejects a crucified 
Redeemer, and, if persisted in, cannot but prove to its advocates 
endless ruin to the soul. You may declare it arrogance, but in- 
deed, it proceeds from love; and to yourselves and to all the ad- 
herents of that system, we say earnestly and imploringly, Awake 
from your false security. If conscience still tells you there is dan- 
ger, if you be not fortified unapproachably against the power of 
conviction, then be entreated to remain no longer in doubt in re 
gard to a matter of such infinite importance as the question of your 
eterna! salvation ; flee, while you may, to the only place of known 
safety, to “ the blood of sprinkling,” to “the Lamb of God.” 

That this may be your choice, is the earnest prayer of one, 

Respectfully and most sincerely, 
Your friend and servant in the Gospel, 
Georce B. CHEEVER. 
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